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A 


Military Tribunal in the matter <f the United 
States of America, the FrenchRepublic, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, and the Union cf Soviet Socialist 
Republies against Hermann Wilhelm Goering et al, 
defendants, sitting at Nurnberg, Germany, oa 

10 May 1946, 1000-1300, Lord Justice Lawrence 
presiding, 

THE PRESIDENT: Sir David, I understand there are some supplementary 
applications for witnesses and documents, which woulda probably not take very 
long to discuss. Is that 80? 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFB: My Lord, I have not actually received the final 
instructions. I can find out in & very shor t tite. I will get Major 
Barrington up, I am told that is so, 

THE PRESIDENT: The Tribumal, therefore, propose to sit in open session 
tomorrow until a quarter tc twelve, dealing with the trial in the ordinary 
course, and then to take the Supplementary a.plications at a quarter to twelve 
end then to adjourn into closed sessicn, 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFE; My Lord, wə shall be ready for them at a quarter 


to twelve tomrrow, 


THE PRESIDENT: Very well, 


KARL DOENITZ Resumed 
CROSS EXAMINATION =- Continued 
BY SIR DAVID NAXWELL-FYFE; 

Q Defendant, the first Qocunent that I want you to look at with regara t 
the Fuehrer comando order of the 18th of October, 1942, is on page 65 of the 
English dcemment bock and on page 98 cf the German document book. It is 
document 0-178, US Exhibit 544, You will see that that document is dated the 
llth of February, 1943. That is some twelva days efter you tock over as 


commander in chief, You will see from the reference that it went to one SKL, 


little cne. That is the international law and prize civisicn cf your 


Operations staff, isn't it -- Admiral Eckhard's division? 

A Wo. It is addressed to the first division cof the Naval command staff, 
that is, the Operational divisi-n, 

Q Yes. But it ig -- 

A And it originates from Eckhard and goes to the first department -— the 


chief of that department. 
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you =— one SKL, big once, little once -- that is Admiral Eckhard's 
department. That is the reference for Admiral Eckhard's international law 
department? 

A No, no, no. It is the department in which Admiral Eckhard was 
also cue of the officisls. Admiral Eckhard was an official in that 
department, 


Q And the third SKL in the next line is the first department as ycu 


said, isn't it? 


A No, The third department ©f the SKL was eoliecting information 
which was sent in for the Navy, and theyreported on it, 

Q I note it was intelligence and press. Is that right or not? 

A Yes. t was counter-intelligence ana press. 

Q Mw, I just want you to help the Tribunal on three points in this 
document. You remenber I asked you yesterday about the secrecy standard of 
the criginal Fuchrer order of the 18th of October, If yu will look at the 
second paragraph you will see that it says: 

"The first Fuehrer orcer of 18 October was given the protection of 
top secret merely because it is stated therein (1) that Sabctage organizatic 
may have portentcus consequences, and (2) that the shecting cf uniformed 
prisoners acting on military orders must be carried out even after they have 
surrendered voluntarily and asked for Pardon, 

Do ycu see that? 

A Yes, I have read it. 

Q You agree that that was one of the reasons for giving the order 
tcp secrecy? 

A This exchange of notes between Eckhard and the chief of the first 
department wasn't put before me. One thing which becomes quite clear from 
the initials which are in the book —- 

a) Is that the reason for you not answering my question? De you 
agree that that is the reason for giving top secrecy to this dodument? 

A Sut I don't know, I can't tell you that, because I didn't issue 
this commando crder. It Says in the commando oréer that these people had 
one time destroyed or killec prisoners. That is the way I had read it as 


the chief of the submarines, and on the other side ~~ 
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You were commander in chief of the German Navy. Do you say that you are 
not able to answer this question: Is the reason stated in paragraph 2 of 
this do@ument a correct reason fer attaching top secrecy tc the Fuehrer 
order of the 18th of October? Y u have this final opportunity of answering 
that question. Will you answer i; or won't you? 

A Yes. I want to. I consider it possible, particularly since the 
legal expert is of the opinion in this connection whethor it is correct, 
because I haven't issued the order, and on the other hand it says in that 
order that these things were tc be published in the army orders. 

@ That was the next point. Thenoext paragraph says that wha* is to 
be published in the army crders is the annihilation of sabotage units in 
battle, not, of course, if theyare shot —- as I would say, murcered — 
quietly, by the SD after battle. I want you to note the next paragraph. 


The next paragraph raises the difficulty as to how many saboteurs were to 


be considered as a sabstage unit and suggests that up to ten would certain’ 
be a sabctaga unit. 

Now, if you look at the last paragraph -- I will read it to you quite 
slowly: 

"It is to be assumed that security three is acquainted with the 

Fuehrer order anc will therefors reply accordingly tc the objections of 
the army general staff and the air force cperaticns staff. As far as the 
navy is concerned, it remains tc be seen whether or not this case should b: 
used to make sure" =- note the next words — "after a conference with the 
commander in chief of the navy tuat all departments concerned have an 
entirely clear conception regar-ing the treatment of members of commando 
units," 


Ave you telling the Triounal that after that minute from 


Eckhard's department, which was to be shown to cne SKL, your chief cf 


Staff's department, that ycu were never consulted uponit? 
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Ae Yes, I will say that, and 1 will p ove it with a witness, because he 
was responsible for the distributior chart and the passing on of this docu= 
ment, and he will state quite cleari~ that I did not receive a report on it. 

Admiral Wagner was your clitef of staff? 

Yese 

All right, we will not occ wy further time. 

He was not my chief of ste*?; he was chief of this very department. 
He was chief of Departmentl, S.KeL., to which this order was directed. He 
will state quite clearly that no report was made to me» Very clear conditions 
theses 

Qə Well, I will leave that, if you say that you have not seen it, and Į 

ask you to look at document PS=55le 

SIR DAVID MAXYELL=@FYF&: My Lord, I will pass the Tribunal a copye 

is Exhibit 551, and it was put in by General Taylor on 7 Januarye 

Qe Now, that is a document which is dated 26 Jine 1944, and it deals wi' 
the Fuchrer order, and it says how it will apply after the landing of Allicd 
forces in France, and if you will look at the distribution, you will see that 
Number Four is to the OKM, 1, S.K.Il. That is the department on which you wer 
good enough to correct me a moment agoe Now, did you, were you shown that 
document, which says that the Fuchrer order is to apply to commando units ope? 
ating outside the immediate area in Normandy? Jere you shown that document? 

Ae No, that was not shown to me under any circumstances; that was quite 
righte The navy was not in any way concerned with the mtter,. 

Qe You told me yesterday that you were concerned with the matter and th: 
you had small boats operating in the Normandy operations. That is what you 
told me yesterday afternoon. You have changed your recollections since 
yesterday afternoon? 

A. No, not at alle Submarines were floating on the water, but they had 
nothing to do with commandos at the front ashore. This document = and I do 
know if it is the original of the 1, SeK.L. because I can not see the initial 
but anyway it shows, and I am convinced, that it was not put before me becaus: 


it was not a matter for the navye 
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jill you just look st document 527-PS, which is dated 
30 July 1944. 
SIR DAVID MAXWELL=FYFE: My Lo ., that is US Exhibit 553, also put 
in by General Taylor on 7 Januarye 
he Sergeant-Major will poiat to the place. That is the document 
applying the commando order to military missions, and you will see again that 
the distribution includes OKM, Dep% tme K Did you see that order? 
Ae Yes, I can see ite 
Did you see if at the time that it was distributed, at the ond of 
July 1944? 
It is quite certain that t. is order was not put before me 


the navy was not at .11 conce:-ned with it. The Navy had nothing to do 


again 
very quickly, because I do not want to 
spend too much time 
DAVID MAXWELLeFYFEs: My Lord, that xhibit 546, which was also 
put in by General Taylor on 7 Janu 
Now, that is a report deaiing with > question of whether members o: 
commandos should not be murdered a short time in order that they could be 
interrogated, and the question is whether that is covered by the last sentence 
of the Fuchrer order, and I call your attention to the fact that it refers, 
with regard to interrogations, in the second sentences: 
"The importance of this measure was proven in the case of Glomfjord, two- 
men torpedoes at Trondheim, and gliter planes at Straven 
in not find it just nov. 
RESIDENT: Sir David, per .aps you ourht to read the first sentence. 
DAVID MAX. ELL_FYFE: If ir Lordship please. 
A. This document is of 1942, At tha ime I was an officer of submarin 
on the atlantic Coast in the Bay of Biscaye I do not know this paper at nlle 
That is an answor, but it is 14 December 1942, and the point is put 


up, Which is raised in the first s.atence which My Lord has just directed me 
~/350— 


Oe 
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read, "Top Secrets According to the last sentence of the Fuchrer order of 
18 October, individual saboteurs can be spared for the time being in order to 


"Then follows the sentence I have reade That was 


keep them for interrogation. 
the point that was raised, and what I was going to ask you was, Did that point 
come up to you when you took over the commandership in chief of thc navy in 
January 1943? Just look at the last sentences. 
"The Red Cross and the BDS protested against the immedinte carrying 
of the Fuchrer order." 
& I beg your pardon, but I still can not find the place where this is 
supposed to bee I have not found that last sentence, Where is it? 
THE PRESIDENT: Our translation says "after the immedinte carrying out... 
* 
SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: "After", My Lord: I am so sorrye It is my 
foulte I am greatly obliged to Your Lordship. “Protested after the 
immediate --" I beg Your Llordship's pardon. I read it Wronfe 
That is of December 19426 
six weeks before you took over. 
do not know this teleprint, and it may not 
Sece BDS is probably the vader for 
I theught might have had some interest for you was 
thought that might have beon referred to you as a 
However, if it was not I will come to a document 
you took overe Give the defendant 526-PS, on 10 May 1943. 
SIR DAVID MAXELL FYFE: My Lord, that is US 5 and was put in by my 
friend Colonel Storey on 2 Januarye 
You see that that is an account -= it is from the defendant Jodl's 
department, and it is annotated for the defenda Jodl's department, about ah 
enemy cutter which carried out an operation in e Shetlands, a cutter of the 
Norwegian navy, ond it gives its armament, and it says that it was an orpanizae 
tion for sabotaging strong points, battery positions, staff and troop 
and bridges, and that the Fuchrer order was executed by the SD. That 
cutter which was blown up by the Norwegian navy, I suppose after thoy were 
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attacked, and ten prisoners were murdered. Was that broucht to your attention’ 
This was put before me during a interrogation, and on that occasion 
I was asked whether I had not had a telephone ¢onversation with Field Marshal 
Keitele It was later on ascertained that it was the army commander who got 
in touch with the OKii, It was a mitter for the army commander and the SD, 
not for the Navy, 
you deny that vou ever heard about that, will you turn to paro 

100 of the document booke 

SIR DAVID MAXVELL@FYF2: My Lord, it is pare 67 of tho British document 
book. 

a summary, à summary of the trial of the SDe- 
m not find ite 
‘ve told youe If you will look for it, I think you will 
of the English, you prefer to follow it in that 

Now I will explain t vO I think you have rend it before because you 
have referred to it. j2 is a summary by the Judre Advocate at the Trial of 
the SS men of the evidonso tt was given, and I just want to sce that you 
have it in mind. 

If you will look at Pararraph 4, you will sce that they set out from 
Verreck, in the “hetlands o © naval operation for the purpose of meking 


torpedo attacks on Germ: ping off the Norwegian coasts and for the pur- 


not challenge thet each member of the crew 


3 


was wearing uniform at the time of capture, and there was abundant evidence 


from many persons, several of whom were Gorman, that they were wearing uniforms 
at all times after thei 
Now, you mentioned th yesterday You see that in Paragraph 5 thats 
"Deponent states that the vhole of the crew was captured and taken on 


board a German naval vessel which wes under the command of Admiral von 


Schrader, the Admiral of the West Const taken to Bergen, and 
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there they were interrogated by Lieutenant H.P.K i. Fanger, a naval lieutenant 
of the reserce, on the order of Oberkapitan Egon Drascher, both of the Naval 
Intelligence Service, 
staff of the Admiral of the \ oa Lieutenant Fanger reported 
the Intollicence Branch at Berren that, in his 


2 


all members of the crew were entitled to be treated as prisoners 
wor, and that officer in turn reported both orally and in writing to the 
Sea Commander Bergen and in writing to Admiral of the Jest Const," and that 
is Admiral von Schrader. 
Now, I want to read you the one sentence which, in view of that, I do 


not think you will think is taken out of context of the evidence given 


by Lieutenant Fanger at tl tris 
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He was akkeds 

"Have you any idea at all why these people were handed over to the 
Se De?" 

In answering that question I want you to tell me who was responsible 
for their being handed over, This was your Officers, your outfit; that was 
the General in Command of the Norwegian Coast, dmiral von Schrader in com 
mand of this section, and whose people captured the crew. That is your 
own officers. Is it true what you told the Court yesterds y that the crew 
were captured by the Se D? He ‘Vy you any reason to believe Lt. Fanger is 
not telling the truth? 

THE PRESIDENT: What is that you were quoting from then? 


R DAVID MAXVELL FYFE: It is the shorthand notes t2ken on the trial 


not been, but it was within 


KRANZBUEHLER: I don't know the document which has been used, and 
Shorthand notes sre bej y 1 w) are unknown to 
and according to the decisions of the Tribunal regn ding cross examina- 
when the cross examination is carried oute 
DAVID MAX FYFE: My d, it is with grea spect, but this 
point arose yeste day when the defendant made certain statements with re- 
to admiral von Schrade m questioning these statements and the 
only way I ean it is by t ae ocuments which I did not otherwise 
intend to use. let I ranzbuehler see them in due 


Cour See 


THE PRES sve you a copy of e German? Thot was to have been 


I have only the English transcript and I am 


willing to let Dr, Kranzbuchler see it, but it is all I have, 


Have you got any other copy you can hand him? 
I only was sent one COpye 
ITC 


PRESIDENT: After you are through with it, will you please hand 


copy to Dr. Kranzbuehler? 
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SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: Yes sir. “ners 
THE PRESIDENT: Very well. 
SIR DAVID W.XWELL FYFE: 

Q Now, have you any reason to suppose, defendant, that your Officer, 
Lieutenant Fanger, is not telling the truth when he says that these men 
were captured by Admiral von Schrader. 

i I have no reason to question it because the whole matter as such 
is completely unknown to mee I have already. stated that neither I, the 
Supreme. Commander of the Navy had reports on the whole story and yesterday 
I told you I could only question that it happened, and it says here in para- 
graph 6 they were captured on an Islands; that they were not captured by the 
Navy, that that they were captured by a Section of the Police -- and if you 
will let me finish -- that consequently dmiral Von Schrader, since they were 
not Navy prisoners but police prisoners, handed them back to the police, and 
that is why I did not receive a reporte I certainly can't furnish the 
details of this story, because, es I have stated, I wasn't given a report 
of it at the time. 

Q That is the point I will get to in amoment. It nowhere states 
in this documcnt that they were captured by the police, but in fact that they 
were captured by the forces under Admiral von Schrader, who attacked this 
island to which this boat was moorcde 

i But I don't know thate It says here in the domment the police 
raided the island but it was not clear for what purpose they raided it, 
and it is also quite clear that afterwards they reached the boat and that is 
quite clear, but they remained police prisoners as the police or police guards 
had captured them there, and that is how I imagine the story should be. 

Q I just asked you, your own Yfficer, Lieutenant Fanger, says they 
were captured by Admiral von Schrader's troups, and you say if Lieutenant 
Fanger says that you heve no reason to believe his is not telling the truth, 
is that right? 


h Yesterday I accepted that, considering von Schrader! s personality 


and Lieutenant Fanger said this, then it hasbeen different, but, of course, 


I don't know. 
Q Vill you look at the end of paragraph 8, the last sentences: 
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"There was an interview between Blomberg of the S.S. and Admiral 


10 May 19)6-M—DvR-3-3 


von Schrader", and then the mert sentence: 
"idmiral von Schrader told Blomberg that the crew of this torpedo boat 
were to be handed over in accordance with the Fuehrer's orders to the SD", 


and thot they were handed over, and the Officers ofthe S.D., who carried 


out this interrogation order at the trial; that after the interrogation he 


was of the opinion that the members of the crewwre entitled to be treated 
28 prisoners of war, and he so informed his Superior Officer." 

Despite this report and recommendations to the Superior Officer the 
crew were dealt with under the Fuchrer's order and exccuted, and it des- 
cribes how they were shot and their bo dies secretly disposed of. Do you 
say you never heard about that? 

I did note I will state and I can prove it with my witnesses, 
that if the officers of the Se De imprisoned these people then they ought to 
have reported it to a Superior Ufficer and his authority wovld have been 
finale 

Q You sce you already take the position that the Navy had interro- 
gated thems the Navy Intelligence said they should be treated as prisoners 
of war, and Admiral von Schrader said they should be handed over to the SS. 
and thet the SS examinetl them and said they shoulc be treated as prisoners 
of war, and despite that, they were murdered. And you say you knew nothing 
about it? Did your Kapitaen Zur Sce Wildemann say anything to you concerning 
this? (Spelling) W-i-l-d-e-m-a-n-n. Let me try to bring him to your re- 
collection. At this time he was an officer on the staff of Admiral von 
Schrader and dealt with this matter. Now, Sapitaen Wildemann, and I suppose 
we shoul’ assume, unless you know anything to tthe contrary, he is a trust- 
worthy officer, he says: "I know that von Schrader made a written report on 
this action, and I know of no reason why the handing over of the prisoners 
to the Se De should not have been reported one" 

Do youstill say you never got any report from von Schrader? 

Yes, I do say that; that I cid not receive any report and I am 
equally convinced that the Supreme Command of the Navy, and I have witnesses 
vho will prove it, did not receive it either, and where the report went I 


don'tknow. Admiral von Schracer was of the Navy and maybe it went to the 
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Army Command, if a report was made at alle hi any rate the Supreme Command 
of the Navy did not receive a report on this particular matter, and that 
is why, that these people right from the beginning were apprehended and 
prisoners of the S.D.e Otherwise, Ithink Admiral von Schrader would have 
reported ite 

Q Before you make any further statement, I would like for you to 
have in mind something further that Kapitaen Wildmann said; which you 
know probably quite wells: "after the capitulaticn Admiral von Schrader 
many times said the English would hold him responsible for handing over the 
prisoners to the Se De", and Acmiral von Schracer w2s under orders proceeding 
to England as a prisoner when he shot hims@lf. Did you know Admiral von 
Schrader shot himself? 

I have it here. 

Q Did you know he was worried about being held responsible for 

this order? 


No, I did not know theleast thing about that. I only heard about 


Lre you still telling the Tribunal that Admiral von Schrader mace 
no report to you? 

Do you remember a few days efter the capture of this Me Te Be 
dmiral von Schrader received a Ritterkreuz? 

A Yes, but that is not connected with this matter at all. He dia 
not furnish a report about this matter and he did not go to Berlin to get 
his Ritterkreuz cither, as I remember, 

Two other officers, Oberleutnant Necrly and Seeoberfachnrich 
Boehm were decorated, and in the recommendations and citations, the capture 
of this Me Tə Bẹ was given as the reason for this decoration. You say you 
knew nothing about it? 
hi I knew nothing about it and I couldn't have known about it, be- 
cause the decorating cf these people would have been carried out by their 
Supericrs and nut mee The Supreme Command of the Navy did not receive a 
report in connection with this affair. thaws that much confidence in my 
Supreme Command and my witnesses willprove ite Yes, they f2ilec to receive 
it, because I ought to have received it in the Supreme Commande 
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Q My final question, and I leave this subject: Admira von Schrader 
was your junior officer, and according to you, a very gdlant officcr, Do you 
want the Tribunal to unde¥stand that the responsibility which broke and made 
Admiral von Schrader commit suicide was his responsibility , that he never 
consulted you and you were taking no responsibility for his acts? Is that 
what you want the Tribunal to understand? 

4. Yes, that I shall say uhdor my oath, because if in fact Admiral 
Schrader committed suicide because of this event, then he made a mistake, 
because naval personnel were not to be treated this way. He must have acted 
the wrong waye I did not reccive the least indication of that affaire 

THE PRESIDENT: Sir David, will you ask the witness what he m ant 

said that von Schrader was not directly under the Navy? He was under 

Celiax, wasn't he, who was on leave at this time? 

THE WITNESS: I had said that he was not directly under the Supreme 
Command of the Navy in Berlin, If any reports went out =-= if von Schrader made 
a report, then that did not go directly ‘to me but to his superior who was in 
Norway e 

Q And that immediate Superior was Admiral Celiax who was on leave << 
but omit the leave for the moment: His immediate superior was Admiral Celiax? 

A Yes. 

Q I want to put it perfectly fairly: Do you remember that for 
Operations in Norway Admiral Geliax was acting under the Commander =- gorreet 
me if I am wrong -= was it General von Falkenhorst. Perhaps you can help mee 
Do you remerber that this Admiral was acting under the Commander-in=Chief in 
Norway so that you will tell the Tribunal-= 

4 Yes, as far as territorial relations were concerned, he was not 
under the Supreme Corimand of the Navye Admiral Celiax, he was under the Army 
Commander for Norway, General von Falkenhorst, but I ean only state that if 
these are the circumstances under which Schrader committed suicide because of 
this affair, then, a mistake was made when those people who were naval 
personnel and had been sent into a naval action were not treated as prisoners, 
but as I said, I don't knows Thon there was a local error, 


Q But at any rate you say that despite these awards and decorations 
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for this action you as Commander-in-Chiof of the Navy knew nothing about it at 
alle That is what you say? 

A The Knight's Cross was given to Schrader for something quite 
differente I awarded ite And as far as the awards to these other people 
are concerned, I don't know anytiing about that, and it has nothing to do 
with me,, because it was done by their immediate Superiore Whether these 
awards were in fact connected with the story, that is something I don't know a= 
or whether there weren't other reasons for ite I still cannot imagine and 
don't believe it that a man like / dmiral Schrader should have treated naval 
persomel in this manner and it doesn't say in the document either that they 
were being killed during a naval acti on but captured on an island. And it 
seems peculiar that the Supreme Command of the Navy should not mave received 
a report about it, namely, that being an order and that the Army report had 
mentioned the story of this Commando order == all these matters arc against 
your versione I can't personally form an opinion of this affair and don't 
know ite 

Q Defendant, I am not going into details. You may take it from me 

nee at the trial has beon that this cutter was attacked by two 
naval task forces, If Dre Kranzbuchler finds I an wrong I will be happy 
to admit ite But we will pass cn to another subject. 

Would you turn to page 105 of the Document Book? 

4 If that is the case, then I can only tell you that there was a 
clear-cut violation of an order in this case, something of which the Suprene 
Cormand of the Nevy was not inf orme do 

Q I want you to come to this next point, 105 in the German, 71 in 
the English Document Book. Now we needn't have any trouble about this 
document because it is Signed by you and it is a memorandum about the question 
of more labor for shipbuilding; and you are probably very familiar with it. 
But will you look at the first sentence? 

A I beg your pardon, but wh-t 

Q Page 105, Ehitit GB-211, 

Whatis the number in the English? 
In the English it is 71, 
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A Yes. 

Q Now, if you would look ot the first sentence, "Furthermore, I 
propose reinforcing the shipyard working party by prisoners from the 
concentration campse" ‘I don't think we need trouble with coppersmiths, but 
if you will look at the end of the document, the very last you will see 
Item 2 of the summing up reads "Twolve thousand concentration camp prisoners 
will be employed inthe shipyards as aditional labor. Security service 
agrees to thise 

Now, thet is your document, so == 
i Yese 
Q So we may take it thot you were familiar with the fact of the 
existence of concentration camps? 

I have never denied it, 

Q And I think you went further, didntt you, when asked about this 
on the 25th of September? At that tine you said: "I generally knew that we 
hac. concentraticns campse That is clears 

"Mucsticns From whom did you learn that? 

N"inswers: The whole German people knew that" 

Don't you remember saying that? 

A Righte The German pcople knew there were concentration Carp S, 
but they didn't know anything about the conditions and methods thereing 

Q It must have been rather a surprise for you when tho Defendant 
von Ribbentrop said he only heard of two == Oranienburg and Dachau? It was 
rather a surprise to you, was it? 


À No, not at all, because I personally =- myself -- only 
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knew about Dachau and Oranienburg. toce 


Q But yousay here you knew there were concentration camps. Where did 
you think you were going to get your labor from? What camps? 

A From these camps. 

Q Did you think that all your labor was going to be German or that it 
was going to be partly foreign kbor? 

A I didn't think abdcut that at all, and I should like tomake a statement 
niw, about hw these demands occurred, 

At the end cf the war I had had the task in the Baltic Sea to organize 
large-scale transports, Gradually there was the necessity -f moving masses of 
poor refuges, hundreds and th usends cf them, from eastern and western Prussia. 
They were at the sea-ccast and starving and suffering from epidemics and shot 
at, and I tried to bring them to Germany. For these reasons I was looking for 
merchant ships which weren't actually under my jurisdiction , and in this 
connection I discovered that eight ships which hae been orcered in Denmark -- 
that out of those eight, seven had been Gestroyed by sabcteurs just before being 
completed. Subsequently I called a me ting of all departments concerned with 
those ships and asked then, "How can I help you?" What can I do so that we can 
gat ships more quickly and so that Gamaged ships may be repaired mre quickly?" 

It was on that occasion that these people who were nct members of the Navy 
were making suggesticns to me, and ax ngst these suggestions was one for the 
acceleration of work repairs and such, that concentration camp prisoners should 
be used. The clear-cut reason which was given was that such employment would 
take place uncer very good ecnditions; they would be oxcellently fed and they 
would like that type of work. 

Since I knew nothing abcut conditions in concentration camps, it was a 
natural matter for me that amngst the suggestions — 

q  (Interp: sing) 

A — please allow me to finish. -- that in my ccllections of proposals I 
included this particular one, particularly since there woulda be nc deterioration 
in the ccnditicon of these peple, since nc doubt their feeding woud improve, 

So that you could have made an accusation against me according to which 
these people had been better fed under ma, I would have turned them down, 

I had not the slightest reason for any such act. I didn't know anything about 
conditions, 
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Q I am sure we are grateful for your explanation. But I just want 
you to tell me, after you had pr ».sed that you should get 12,000 people 
from concentration camps did yor set then? 

A I don't know. I didn't concern myself with that. After the 
meeting I had a memorandum prep. 2d that was. submitted to the --. 

Q Keep to the answer. T answer is that you don't know whether 
you got them or not, assuming that you did get thon 

A I dicn't got these peop 3 at all. That wasn't any cf my concern 
and consequently I dcn't know w ther these people wh: were responsible 
for the whole affair did reqsivs that increase cf worker's or not. 

Q But you held a position of some responsibility} if you get 
12,000 people from ecncentration camps into the ship-building industry, 
they would have to work alcngside people who weren't in concentration camp 
would they not? 

A But certainly. 

@ Aro ycu telling this Tribunal that when you ask for and you may 
have gotten 12,000 people out of concentration camps, who work alongside 
pecple not in exncentration camps, that the ecnditions inside the 
concentration camps remain a se:ret to the cther poople and tc all the 
rulers of Germany? 

A First of all, I don't know whether these people arrived; 
secondly, if they did come, then I can well imagine that they had orders 
not to talk; and thirdly, I à n't even known what camps these camefrom, 
whether they weren't people cf a certain strength or ability of output of 
work, and were in quite different camps. At any rato, I wasn't concerning 
myself with the carrying out or the methods cf the whole propcsal, because 
it was none of my business. 


I have prepared proposals for the departments outside the Navy, 


concerned in the matter, and I acted on their behalf so that the question 


of repairs was being attended tO It was just my duty concerning the 
refugee transports which were at that time coming under my jurisdiction, 


I would do exactly the same tedey. That is how it happened. 
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Qe lell. now, just look a little down the document to tho fourth para- 


graph, after it says: Translator's note. If you will look at the English, 


< 


. s 


the paragraph beginning: Since elsewheree Have you found that? This is 
after, as you have told us, you express your worry about the sabotage in the 
Denish and Norwegian shipyards. I jost want you toclook at your proposal to 
deal with saboteurse "Since elsewhere measures for exacting atonement, taken 
against whole working partics amongst whom sabotage occurred, have proved 
successful and, for example, the shipyard sabotage in France was completely 
supressed, possibly similar measures for the Scandinavian countrics will come 
under consideration." That is what vou were suggesting, Defendant, was a 
collective penalty against the whole working party where any sabotage occurred; 
isn't that so? 

4, Yes. I have to rive an explanation in that connection, 

That is all ricghte But otherwise, it is so? 


å. First during that mecting departments outside of the Navy which were 


concerned with shipyards stated that in France sabotage had been prevented by 


introducing certain reprisalse The affidavit of an officer who participated 
in that meeting and who composed the record, or these brief memoranda, now 
proved to me that the conception of reprisals at the time was the taking away 
of additional rations which these people were issued, and is was to come to 
Nroway and Denmark. That is what this meanse «and, secondly, I told these 
people, "It is impossible that we, with our foreign currency, and our material, 

building ships there, If these ships are mearly finished, then that 
sabotage which the workers assisted has destroyed them nowe" The answer I 
rococived was that it was the only possibility to separate those people from 
those who were carrying on sabotarce 

le The whole of this explanation that you have given us is in this 

document which is in front of theo Trivunal, Have you anything to add tc what 
is in the document? 

That is quite right, and I hove to add this: It meant that these 
workers were to be treated exactly as ourselves, They, too, were also housed 
in barracks, and the Danish and Norwegian workers wouldn't havo suffered in 


any Waye 
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I want you to look at one more 2 "By the employment of the 
working parties concerned, that is soneontration camp workers, their output 
would not only be increased to a hundred por cent but the cessation of their 
pr.viously good wages might possibly result in their being considerably 
deterred from snbotagee" That fairly represents your viow of the way to treat 
forwerian and Denish workers, does it not? 

A, This was a measure of safc unrding so as to get control of the 
sabotagee 

Q Tell now, just turn back t Page 70 of the English document book, 
Pare 103 in the German document bo h s an extract from tho minutes 
of a meeting between you and Hitler on the lst of July, 1944, sicned by 
yourself. Have you got it? 

I have pot ite 

Concerning the general strike in Copenhagen, the Fuchrer says: 
only weapon to deal with terror is terrore Court martial provecdinzs create 
martyrse History shows that the names cf such men are on everybody's lips 
whereas there is silence with gard to the many thousands who hav lost thei 
lives in similar circumstances without court martial proceedings, silence wit 
rogard to those who aro condomed wi. thout trial.” Da you agrec with that 
statement of Hitler's? 

thon why cid you a 50 it to Operations Deprrtment for circula- 
tion if you didn't appre 

I didn't arree to the pr cedure, but it also contains certain theugl 
of the Fuchrer. What is more, this was not an agreement between the Fuehrer 
and myself; it was minutes of the mecting which the officer who was accompa 


ine me hac mode refardine the military situation, and it o-ntaincd certain 


Jill you try and answer my question? It is a perfectly simple one. 
It is, why did you distribute that to Operntions for circulation? ‘What was 
there in these few lines that was o 0 your officers? ‘hat did yo. 
think was valuable for your offic. œs to know in thet dreadful pisoe of 
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savagery that I hive just quoted to you? 
Ae It is very simple to saye ‘he officer who wrote the record included 
this in order to inform our departm ats that there was a veneral strike on 
in Copenhagen, That is why that o: paragraph from that lone discussion was 
introduced, so that the departments mew that there was a strike on in Conene 
hagene That was the who 
“e Iam sugresting to you, De“cndant, that you 
officers to inculcate ruthlessness monrt them. That 
do you say to that? 
Is that I say that is perfeotly wrons, I enn tell you 
en hear that stetemnt made by the Fuchrer, but it is perfectly 
was takon down by the accompanyine officer, Vagner, for the 


st given you, so as to warn these pooplo that there was 


arrue with you about your knowled 


f documents you have sirned ve c ns do with documents you 


I know the documente 
Pave 69, thot is 
German document book, 


2etween yr 


No, I beg your pardon, age i Ui extract from the minutes of the 


Hitler conference on the 19th of February, 1945; and then there is 2 note =æ 


Lii 


No. It soys here: Parti ioation of the Supreme Commander of the 


U 


Navy During the Military Discussione 
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wasn't any special conference, 

Q I didn't mean to say "special", I said the Hitler conference, ` 

A Yes, 

Q On the 19th. Now the first sentence of paragraph l says: "The 
Fuchrer is considering whether or not Germany should renounce the Geneva 
Convention." The last sentence is: "The Fuchrer orders the Commander in 
Chief of the Navy to consider the pros and cons of this step and to state 
his opinion as soon as possible." And if you look down on the next minutes 
of the conference on the 20th of February, which is headed: Participation 
of C and C Navy in a Hitler conference on 20 February at 1600 hours, it 
reads as follows: "The C and C of the Navy informed the Chief of the Armed 
Forces Operations staff, General Jodl, and the representative for the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs at the Fuehrer's headquarters, Ambassador 
Hewel, of his views with regard to Germany's possible renunciation of the 
Geneva Convention, From a military standpoint there are no grounds for 
this step as far as the conduct of the war at sea is concerned, On the 
contrary, the disadvantages outweigh the advantages. Even from a general 
standpoint it appears to the Commander in Chief of the Navy that. this 
measure would bring no advantage," 

Now look at the last sentence: "It would be better to carry out 
measurcs considered necessary without warning ahd at all costs to save face 


with the outer world." That means, put in blunt end brutal language: 


"Don't denounce the convention but break it whenever it suits you", doesntt 


it? 

A No, that is not true, 

Q What does it mcan? Letts take it word for word, "Tt would be 
better to carry out measures considered necessary"; aren't these measures 
contrary to the rules of the Geneva Convention? 

A I would have to make a statement in that connection, 

Q Answer my question first and then make a statement. You have done 
it before, but try to answer my question. "These measures considered 
necessary", if they don't mean measures contrary to the terms of the Geneva 


Convention what do they mean? Answer that question first, 
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A They are measures against our own troops, I have heard =-=- I was 
told that the Fuehrer had said that because in the West the front was not 
Solid and because he had heard that American and British propaganda was 
making men desert and run off that t he intended to leave the Geneva 
Convention, so I stated before my staff; "How can you think of such an 
idea, to throw overboard a century-old international law." Maybe 
Statement was made, that I said: "Letts take measures which > necessary", 
but no concrete measures were thought of in that connection, Nobody thought 
of any concrete measures and none was introduced, What my own feclings were 
regarding treatment of prisoners of war, thet can best be heard from those 
British prisoners of war who were in my camp And that is the 
regarding this affair, In othe words, the Chief of all the Armed 
departments fought against the renouncing of the Geneva Convention. 
were not for it, 

Q Is that your total explanation of "to carry ou easurcs 
considered necessary"? You have nothing else to add 
I shall pass to another one. Do you remember 
yesterday that wher. you became Commander in Ch 


was purely a defensive war? Do you remember 


That wasn't your fault, wes it? It wesntt your feult that it 
remained limited to the countrics engaged when you took over? Do you 
remember your advice to Hitler on the meeting of the Lith 

A NO. 

Q Well, let me just suggest to you, do you remambc 
about the Sea Transport for Sicily and Serdinia? Do you runembcur having a 
discussion on that and do you remember you warning Hitler that your U-boat 
losses were fifteen to Seventcen U-boats a month and that the position 
the future of the U-boat war looked rather gloomy? Do you ranember that 

A Yes, I do, 

Q And do you remember Hitler saying: "These Losses are too heavy. 


This can not go on," And did you s: I "Now our only small outlet 
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for sorties is the Bay of Biscay and control of this involves great 
difficulties and already takes up ten days of the U-boats! passage time. 
The best strategic solution lies in te occupation of Spain, including 
Gibraltar," And did Hitler remark: "In 1940 this would still have been 
possible with the cooperation of Spain, but now, and against the will of 
Spain, our resources are no longer adequate," Do you remember suggesting 
that to Hitler on the l4th of May, 1943 and Hitler saying his’ resources 
were no longer adequate? 
A I don't think that I had proposed to the Fuehrer that we should 
occupy Spain, I described the situation very clearly and I said that we 
should be blockaded in that smnl1l corner of the Bay of Biscay. I also 
said conditions would be quite different if there was more room; 
doesn't contain a suggestion that, under the defensive situation, we should 
propose to occupy Spain, 
Q Let us get it clearly, I am quoting you now from Admircl Assmann's 
headline diary, a verbatim translation. 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: The original is in London, My Lora. 
get the cony and put it in and certify it. This point again only arose 
yesterday and I haven't got it. I will have the original given and I 
will show Dr, Kranzbuehler this entry. 

These are the words that Admiral Assmann records: 

"Doenitz continues: 'Now our only small outlet for sortics is the Bay 
of Biscay and control of this involves great difficultics and already takes 


up ten days of the U-bozts! passage tine,! 
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Doenitz says, "The best strategic solution lies in the occupation of 
Spain, including Gibraltar," 

Did you say that "the best strategic solution lies in the occupation 
of spain, including Gibraltar"? 

A That's possible. If that's the wording you've got there, it's 
possible that that's the way I said it, 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: My Lord, I was going to pass on from these 
general -- 

THE PRESIDENT: Sir David, have you passed altogether from C-158 
page 69? 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: My Lord, I had, but I can easily return to 
it, My Lord. 

THE PRESIDENT; Well, the second sentence in paragraph 1 appears 
have some bearing upon the answers which the defendant has given. 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: My Lord, I am sorry, but I tried to cut 
as short to the bare bone, and I am sorry if I omit matters. 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: 

Q Defendant, would you return to the last document, 0-158, That's 
the one about the Geneva Convention; it's page 69 of the English book; 
102 of the German, whichever you're following. The Sergeant la jor 
help you to find it. 

Now, if you'll look at the first paragraph, after the sen 
"The Fuehrer is considering whether or not Germany should renounce the 
Geneva Convention", it goes on: "Not only the Russians, 

Western Powers, are violating international law by their 

the defenseless population and the residential districts of the toms. It 
appears expedient to adopt the same course in order to show the enemy that 
we are determined to fight with every means for our existence, and, also, 
through this measure to urge our people to resist to the utmost," 

Were not these, that are referred to there as the same course, -= were 
not these the measures considered necessary to which you were referring in 
the second minute? 


A The witness who has composed these two records will give an exact 
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and accurate explanation regarding where and when this information was given, 
I, personally, only received the information -- and I think Reichsmarst.all 
Goering has talked about it -- according to which the Fuehrer was upset becaus 
our western front wasn't holding. It was so because these people liked to 
become American and English prisoners of war; and that was the cause of the 
whole affair, and that was the original information which I've received, 

As far as these records, compiled by an officer or some officers whom I don't 
know, is something I can't talk about, He could tell you in more detnil how 
these things happened. I can't tell you any more than that under my oath. 
It was my thought that the renunciation of the Geneva Convention was in 
principle a great mistake and was wrong. My feelings regarding the treat- 
ment of prisoners of war is something I've just mentioned and everything 

else is wrong, 

Q I want to make quite clear the point that the Prosecution put 
against you as this: That you were prepared not to denounce the Convention, 
but you were prepared to take action contrary to the Convention and say 
nothing about it; and that's what I suggest is the effect of the last 
sentence, especially when read with these words in the first paragraph, 

My Lord, I am now going to pass to the war at seas. 

A I beg your pardon, but may I say one more word? If you 
introduce measures against inclinations to run over to the enemy, and if you 
introduce measures which would have a scaring-off value, then any secret 
background to the matter is perfectly all right; it is something I've never 
thought of. To the contrary, it was my own thought in my considerations: 
"How can one leave the Geneva Convention?" And that's what I was 
expressing, 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: The document is clear, 

THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal will adjourn. 

(A recess was taken, ) 
BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: 
Q Defendant, did you know that on the first day of the wor the Navy 


put ap to the Foreign Office that the maximum damage to England could only 


be achieved with the naval forces you had, if U-boats were permitted the 
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unrestricted use of arms without warning against allied and neutral shipping 
in a wide area? 

From the first day of the war, did you know that the Navy put that up 
to the German Foreign Office? 

A I do not believe that the naval warfare command at the time sent m 
a memorandum of that kind, if it was ever made, 

Q Now, I want you to try and remember because it's quite important. 
You say that the naval command never informed the flag officer of U-boats 
that that was their view of the war? 

A I don't know. I cannot remember that the naval warfare command 
ewer told me about such a letter to the Foreign Office, I don't believe 
they did; I can't say. 

Q Well, then, perhaps it would assist your memory if you looked 
at the letter. 

My Lord, this is document D-851 and it will become Exhibit No. GB-4,51. 

A No, I do not know this paper, 

Q Now, I just will take it by stages because, of course, you 
wouldn't know the first part, but I'll read it to you and then we'll look 
at the memorandum together. 

"Submitted respectfully to the Secretary of State" -- that would be 
Baron von Weizsaecker -- "with the enclosed memorandum, 

"The Chief of the Operational Department of the Naval Command, Captain 
Fricke, informed me by telephone that the Fuehrer was already dealing with 
this matter. The impression had, however, arisen here that the political 
connections had again to be gone into and brought to the Fuehrer's notice 
anew. Captain Fricke had, therefore, sent Lt. Commander Neubauer to the 
Foreign Office in order to discuss the matter further." That's signed by 
A lbrecht on the 3rd of September 1939. 

Then there is the memorandum: 

"The question of an unlimited U-boat war against England is discussed 
in the enclosed data submitted by the Naval High Command, 

"The Navy has arrived at the conclusion that the maximum damage to 


England, which can be achieved with the forces available, can only be 
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attained if the U-boats are permitted an unrestricted usc of arms without 


warning against enemy and neutral shipping in the prohibited area indicated 


in the enclosed map. 
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"The Navy does not fail to realize that: 

"a, Germany would thereby publicly disregard the agreement of 1936 regar 
ding the prosecution of economic warfare; 

"be a military operation of this kind could not be justified on the basi 
of the hitherto generally accepted principles of international lay," 

And then it goes on to deal with it, 

Are you telling the Tribunal that the defendant Raeder never consulted or 
informed you before these data were submitted to the Foreign Office? 

No, he did not do so, and it can be seen here, because it was a memo 
randum of the Ghief of the Operational Department to the Secretary of State, tha 
is to say, a negotiation between Berlin and the Foreign Office in which the fron 
commander, who was at the coast and was in charge of the U-boats, was not partic 
pating. 

I don't know that letter, 

Q Well, are you saying that you went on with your activities at the be 
gining of the war without knowing that this was the view of the Naval High Comma; 

I did not have any knowledge of this letter. I have said already tha 
my knowledge of it =- 

THS PRESIDENT (Interposing): That wasn't an answer to the question. The qu: 
tion was whether you knew at the time that this was the view of the Naval High 
Cormand. 

Answer the question, 

A No, I did not know that, I knew about the opinion of the Naval High 
Command, that step by step it tended to act according to the measures of the ene- 
my. That I knew, 

Q But you see, that is the entire difference, Defendant. That is what 
you said at great lengthin giving your evidence the day before yesterday and yes- 
terday, that you were answering step by step, the measures of the eneny. You gave 
that evidence. Do you say that you didn't know that this was the view of the de- 
fendant Raeder, formed on the first day of the war? Do you say you didn't know it 
at all, you had no inkling that that was Raeder's view? 

A No, that I did not know, because I did not know of this letter, and 


I don't even know whether that was the view of .idmiral Raeder. I don't know that, 
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Q Well, again I don't want to argue with you, but if the Commander in 
Chief of the Navy -= and I think at that time he called himself Chief of the 
Naval Staff as well -- allows the chief of his Operational Department to put 
this view forward to the Foreign Office -- is it the practice of the German 
Navy to allow post captains to put porward a view like that when it is not held 
by the Commander in Chief? 

It is ridiculous, isn't it? No commander in chief would allow a junior oi 
ficer to put forward that view to the Foreign Office unless he held it, would hc 

A I ask you to question the Commander of the Navy, Raeder. I could not 
give any information as to how this letter was written I don't know it. 

Q - Wes, I will do that with very great pleasure, Defendant, but at the 
moment, you see, I have got to question you on the matters that you put forward, 
and my next question is: 

Was it not in pursuance of tho view and desire expressed in that memoran, 
dum that tho U-boat cormand disregarded from the start the London Treaty about 
warning ships? 

A No, on the contrary, quite on the contrary. In the West wo wanted tc 
avoid any more sevore measures, and. we attempted, as long as it was possible, t 
fight according to tho London Agreement. That can be scen from all the directive 
that the U-boats received, 

THE PRESIDENT: Sir David, ought you perhaps to draw his attention to the 
penultimate paragraph in that nonerandun? 

SIR DAVID NAXVELIAFIFE: ily Lordy I probably should, My Lord, I will read 
the three, because if you will.notice it goes ons 

"The High Command does not assert that England can be beaten by unroestric- 
ted U-boat warfare. Tho cessation of traffic with the world trade center of En- 
gland speels serious disruptions of thoir national economy for the neutrals, for 
which we can offer them no compensation, 

"Points of view based on foreign polities would favor using the nilitary 
method of unrestricted U-boat warfare only if England gives us a justification 
by her method of waging war, to order this form of warfar-> as a roprisal, 

"It appears nocossary, in view of tho great importance in tho field of fo- 


reign politics of the decision to be taken, that it 
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should be arrived at not only as a result of military considerations, but 
taking into full account the needs of foreign politics," 

I an greatly obliged, Your Lordship, 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: 

Q Did you hear of any qualification of this view which was arrived 
at on considerations of foreign politics? Did you hear anything about that? 

4, No, I can only repeat that I saw this memorandum here for the first 
time. 

Q I sees Well now, I would like you, just before we go on to the 
questions, to look at page 19 of the English document book, page 49 of the 
German» 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: My Lord, the whole of the treaty, which is very 
short, is set out there, ily Lord, I have the formal copy if your Lordship 
would like to see it, but it is set out in these two paragraphs. 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE; 

Q You see: 

"le In action with regard to merchant ships, submarines must conform 
to the rules of international law to which surface vessels are subjecte 

Pa In particular, except in the case of persistent refusal to stop 
on being duly summoned, or of active resistance to visit or search, a warship, 
whether a surface vessel or submarine, may not sink or render incapable of 
navigation a merchant vessel without having first placed passengers, crew, 
ond ship's papers in a place of safety. For this purpose, the ship's boats 
are not regarded as a place of safety unless the safety of the passengers 
and crew is assured in the existing sea ond weather Conditions by the 
proximity of land or the presence of another vessel which is in position to 
take then on board," 

I had better remind you of that because I have some questions to put 
to you upon it, 

Would you turn over the page and look at the foot of page 20 in the 
English docunent book == it is either page 50 or 51 in the G 


ermn document book- 


whero there are some figures set out, 
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Have you got the page? 

A Yesy I have read it, 

Q You read it. You sce that i+ says in the two sentences before: 

"In a certain nymber of early cases, the German commander allowed th 
crew of the merchant vessel to get clear, and he even made some provision 
for this before he destroyed the vessels Such destruction was in accordance 
with Article 72 of the Prize Ordinance, and therefore, for the purpose 
of this paper the Germans have been given the benefit of the doubt in such 
casos," 

The f ollowing are the figures on record. This is for the first year 
of the war: 

"Ships sunk: 241 

"Recorded attacks: 221 

"Illegal attacks: 112. At least 79 of these 112 ships wore torpedoed 
without warning. This does not, of course, include convoy ships," 

I wanted you to be quite clear, Defenda,t that it excludes, first of all 
ships whore any measures had beon takon for the safety of the crew, and 
secondly, it excludes convoy ships. 

Now, do you dispute these figures in ony way, that thore were 79 attacks 
without warning in tho first year of tho war? 

A. Yosi These figuros cannot bo checked, Yesterday I statod that on 
tho basis of the uso of arns by the ships, wo hdd to tako other moasures 
logallye So I cannot chock Whotherin this report, which for other reasons 
looks propagandistic to mc, that attitude of tho Crows and the resistance 
forces is taken into Consideration. That is to say, the basis or checking 
of those figuros is impossible for mo, 

At any rate, tho Gorman point of viow was that on the basis of the 
armament and on the basis of the mossogos and the uso of these ships as 
membors of the inf ormation systom, it was logal, and that now, without 
warning, action would be taken against these Ships. 

I have montioned already that on tho whole England and the other 


nations acted according] 
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Q I am going to ask you somo questions about that, but let's just 
tako one exanploe 
Was any warning given before the Athonia was sunk? 

No, I have already stated that that was a mistake, The sinking 
of on auxiliary cruiser without warning is quite legal. I have also stated 
alroady that after thorough exominationof the casc, I expectcd more care 
of tho cormandor, and that is why ho was punished. 


Q I just want to get your viow, Defcondamt Did it ovor occur to you 


isk 


that in tho caso of a merchant ship, if it wore suik without warning, it 
meant cithor death or terrible sufforing to the crew and to these merchant 
scamon? Did that ever occur to you? 

Just answer the question. 


à If a merchantman acts like a merchant ship, then it should be 


treated according to tho Prize Ordinance, If it docs not, then the submarine 


has to procced to tho attack, That is legal ond right according to 


International Law, and it was no different from what happened to German 


\T 


cruisers. 


Q That isn't what I asked yous I wanted to know, becau 


important on some of thes, points: Did it ever occur to yous; did you 


ever consider that you were going to couse cither death or terrible 


suffering to tho crews of merchant Ships who were sunk without warning 


Just tell us, did it oecur to you or didn't it? 


A Of course, but if a merchent ship is sunk legally, that is just 


uring the war suffering exists 


a 
Vee 
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Q Do you view with pride of athiove ment the fact that thirty-five 
thousand British merchant seamen lost their lives during the war? Do you 
view it as a proud achievement or do you view it with regret? 

A Men gre killed during wars. Notoedy is proud of that; that is the 
wrong explanation. It is a necessity, a harsh necessity of warfare. 

Q Well, now, just look at page 29 in the English dccument book, or 
Page 58 in theGerman, whichever you care to leok at. It is doamment 
C-191, GB-193. This is the 22nd of December, nineteon days after the 
beginning of the war. "Flag Officer U-b-at intonds to give permission to 
U-boats to eink without warning any vessel sailing with ut lights. Previous 
instructions, permitting attacks on French war and merchant ships only as 
a defensive measure, purely French or Anglo-French convoys only north of 
the Latitude of Brest, and forbidding attacks on all passenger ships, give 
rise to great difficulties to U-b°ats, especially at night, In practice, 
there is no opportunity for attacking at night, as the Wboat cannot 
identify target which is a shadow in a way that entirely obviates mistakes 
being made. If the political situation is such that even possible mistakes 
must be ruled cut, U-boats must be forbidden to make any attacks at night 


in waters whore French and English naval forces or merchant ships may be 


situated, On the other hand, in sea areas where only English units are to 


be expected, the measure desired by Flag Officer U-b ats can be carried 
oute Permission to take this step is not to be given in writing, but need 
merely be based on the unspoken approval of the Naval War Staff, U-boat 
commanders would be informed by word of mouths." and not e the last line 
"eeoand the sinking of a merchant ship mst be justified in the war diary 
as dug to possible confision with a war ship or an auxiliary cruiser," 

Now, just tell me =- take your choice == do you consider that Sailing 
without lights is either persistent refusal to stop on being duly 
summor3d or active resistance to visit and search, within the Treaty? 
Which of either of these things do you consider it to be? 

A If a merchant ship acts like a warship === 

Q First of all, you mst answer my question, if the Tribunal permits, 
if the Tribunal rule otherwise, and then ycu can give y ur explanation, 
My question is this: Io youconsider that sailing without lights is either 


persistent refusal to stop or active resistance to visit and search? Do you 
9358 
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consider it to be either cne or the other or both of these things? Do you? 

A The question is not put correctly, because we deal here with a 
certain area cf cperation, the ocean area where British troop transports 
went from England to France -=-= 

THE PRESIDENT: Defendapt, you will answer the questicn, please. 

THE WITNESS: I did not understand. 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FY=E: 

Q Do you consider that egiling without lights is either persistent 
refusal to stop on being duly summoned, which is əng of the matters in the 
Treaty, or active resistance to visit and search, which is the other matter 
set out in the Treaty? Wow, do yu consider that sailing without lights 
is either or both of these matters mentioned in the Treaty? 

A If a merchant s hip sails without lights, then it has to run the 
risk to be taken for a warship, because during the night it is not possible 
to distinguish between a merchant ship and a warship and curing that time, 
when our order was issued, that was an operational area where troop 
transports went from England to France, which were sailing without lights. 

Q Your answer is that it is not cvered by the Treaty but by one 


of the matters in the Treaty, but your explanation was that ycu thought you 


were entitled to torpedo without warning any ship that might be mistaken for 


a warship, That is your answer, is it? 


D 


A Yess 
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Q Why didn't the defendant von Ribbentrop and all these naval 
advisors stipulate for that when Germany adhered to this Treaty, if you 
werc going to interpret it in that way? Were you ever asked cbovut it 
before Germany adhered to this Treaty in 1936? 

A Iwas not asked before this Treaty was signed by Germany and 
Germany practically adhered to that Treaty, as I know, as Flag Officer 
U-boats, as I know very well, until counter measures werc taken an then 
I received the orders to act accordingly. 

Q Just let us go through this document and sec if you can help me 
perhaps a little more on some other points. Why was this action to be 
based-on the unspoken approval of te Naval Var Staff? Why hacntt the 
Naval War Staff the courage to speak its approval in an ordinary order 
if it was all right? 

Yes, this paper which you showed ms now is a memorandum or a 
record made by a young man in the naval command. In fact, that is to say, 
it is the idea of that particular officer in the naval command, such as I 
have pointed out here, I did not know about the matterse is a matter of 
fact, the naval war command never issued an order of that kind to me; 
this is novel, this is fiction. 

Q No, of ccursee They weren't to issue an order at all, you Sees 
This statcs with great frankness that you were to act on the unspoken 
approval of the naval warstaff, so that tho naval war staff coule Say, 
as you have said now, "We didn't issue an order," and the junior cfficers 
would be acting on an unspoken word, and I want to know -~ You have becir 
Commender in Chief of the German Navy ==- why is it done in this way, why 
is it done by unspoken words on ural orders? 

A No, that is not correct. That was an idea of that y ung officer. 
The order which I received from the Naval Warfare Command stated explicitly 
that in this area, primarily English transports from Engiznc to France would 
sail and that in this area, ships without lights cculd be sunk -== period.§. 
That is alle No further things which are stated here in the memorandum that 
is to say, without doubt, even the chief of that department == but certainly 


the chief of the Naval Warfare Comnand had refused that quite unnecessary icea 
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because that was a legal proceeding and gave me a short and clear ordere 
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Q are you suggesting to the Tribunal that on there vitally important 
points, unspoken approval of the war staff, U-boat commanclers, informed by 
word of mouth, that a young staff officer is allowed tc put in an incorrect 
memorandum and get away with it uncorrected? Is that the way, is that the 
state of efficienty of the staff of the German navy? 

A No, that was misunderstocds It has been c:rrecteds That is an 
entry mace on the day before by the officer in the Naval Yerfare Commanc, 
ond hig superiors in the Naval Warfare Command did not confirm ite It was 
correctece It was no unspoken egreemnt but an open and clear orce, to 
me, so in the Naval Warfare Command already, that idea of that young officer 
has been rejectece 

Q Y-u knew that the original is initialed by L&a ira. von Friedcuborg? 

i No, that is wrong, that is impossible. It says therc "SSG". That 
means Fraescorf, not Friedeborze That wasthe Kapitaenleutnant Fraesdorf. 


He was the officer in theNaval farfare Command anc not Frieccborge He was 


a yung officer anc in the first depsrtinent of e Naval Warfare Comand, 


those are things abcut which I found .ut here, who made and wrote that 
memorandums anthis chief of cevertment, dmiral Wagner, rejected it already, 
so it was not Friedcborg but Fraesdorf. That is the way he thought about 
it, this young officer, but in fact, I received orders, the clear 
definite order concerning that area of troop transportSe 

Q Take the next bite "The sinking of a merchant ship must be jus- 
tificd ùn the war diary as cue to possible confusion with a warship or 
auxiliary cruiser." Do you agree with taking the records after yoi 

nk a ship? 

No, and it was not donee That also belcngs to the imagination, 
the ideas of that cfficers never an orcer has been given accordingly. The 
order of the Naval Warfare Comand in that ccnnection exists and that is 
the clear aml concise order, without these things, as I mentioned, in here. 

Q Of course, you appreciate that these things, according to this 
memorandum, are to be stated without onders. There has to be no order bee 
cause an order might come out -- because if it is dene without an order, it 
won't come cute Are you suggesting, you are putting it on the ghculders of 


this licutenant commander, that he invented these three damning facts, un- 
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Spoken approval, oral instructicns to commanders, and faking the orders? 
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tou say that these exi only in the mind of a 4Sapitacnlcutnant? Is that 


what you are telling the Tribunal? 
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A Yes, yes, of course, because the clear, ccncise order was given 
by the Naval War Command to me, where these things were not includede 
And, quite as clearly, I gave my or’ers to the submarines where all these 
points are not included. That is what it is, this memorandum, and these 
thoughts of that officer were alreacy disapproved by his chief of department 
in Berline 

A clear order was given to me, and just as clearly I have sent this 
order to the submarines, and there +..s nothing in thcre about war diary and al] 
these things ment: oned here. That order is available. It can be secne 

Q Well, we shall be ablo to ask, I understand, Admiral “Jagner as to 
where this Kapitaenleutnant cot he i sC ideas, is that so, or whether 

> made them out? Is that whet yo. telling us, that “Jagner willbe able 
to deal with this, will hc? 
Admiral Wagner ought to lnow that exactly, because this cfficer 
was in his department in Berline 

Q € Well, if you put that on to the Kapitacnleutnant, letts 

on to another pointe in mid-November -- 

A (interposing) I am not accusing anybody of anything, but they 
are thoughts of a young officer wh’ ch were already disapproved by his chief 
of department. I do not accuse amrodye 

Q I see. I thought you cres 

Well, new, let's pas > & pointe In mid-November of 1939, 
Germany gave werning that she would sink, without warning, merchant ships, 
if armed. Donit you knew that be* re that warning --if you want to see the 
point you will find it on page 21 £ the English document book or 51 to 52 
of the German decument booke It is just before the break about five lineSe 

"py the middle of November, a score" == that is 20 -- "British 
merchantmen had alrcady been illegally attacked by gun fire or torpedocd 
from submarines." 

THE PRESIDENT: Which pago did you say? 

SIR DAVID MAXYELL-FYFE: My Lord, page 21, about ten lines before 
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BY SIR DAVID MAXTELL-FYFE: 

Q You sce, what I an suggesting, Defendant, is that the statement, 

the warning, that you would sink merchant ships, if armed, made no difference 
to the practice you had already adopted of sinking unarmed ships without 
warning e 

À In the beginning of October, if I remember correctly, I received 
the order for permission, the legal permissicn, to sink armed merchantmen. 
From that moment on Ia acted acccrdinglye 

Q Just tell me: Was it your view that the mere possession of arms, 
a gun on the merchant ship, constituted active resistance to visit or search 
within the Treaty; or was this a now acditicn for the guidance cf German 
U -boat warfare vhich you were introducing completely independent of the 
Treaty? 

A Teis a matter of course that if one has a cannon on board that one 
makes use of ite It would have been a wmilateral obligation if that 
submarine, in a suicidal way, would wait until the other one fired the first 
shote That is a two-sided thing that onc cannot expect, that under any 
circumstances the submarine waits until it gets the first hit. nd, as I ha 
stated before, practically as soon as the steamers got within reach they 
used their guns. 

Q But, you know, the arming of merchant ships, Defendant, was well 
kncown in the last Yar. It was well known for 20 years before this Treaty was 
signede Ind you will agree with me, won't you, that there is not a word 
i n the Treaty forbidding the arming of merchant ships? thy didn't you give 
these ships the opportunity of abstaining from resistance or of stopping? 

id you go in the face of the Treaty which you had signed only three 
years before? That is all I want to mowe [If you can't tell me, if you 
say it is a matter for argument, I will ask Admiral Racder. it the moment, 
will you toll us, or can you tell us,why didn't you keep to the Treaty? 

A That was not against the Treatye I am no international lawyer. 

I am just a soldiers; and I acted according to my military orderse Of cours: 
it is suicide for a submarine if it waits until it receives the first hit. 


That is a matter of course, that the steamer is not carrying guns for the 
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fun of it, but to make use of theme And in what way use was made of then 
I have already explained. 

Q Well, now, just one other matter,because I must cover these points 
ih view of your evidencee 

Did you order your commanders to treat the use of wireless as active 
resistance? Did you consider that the use of wireless for merchant hips 
was active resistance within the Trunty? 

A On the 24th of September == 

Q (interposing) No, no, gust answer the question first, Defendant, 


and then give your explanatione said that tc you quite 20 times yesterday 
and today. Did you consider the use of wirdicss by merchant ships as active 


resistance? 


rencral rule that a 


Q 


À Accatiding to internaticual law, it is a 


merchantman who uses the radio wher it is stopped for messages can be attacke 


D p 


by armse That can be found also in the French Ordinance, for instance. 

In order to avoid more severe measures, we have not even generally 
used this interpretatione Only at the end of September when I received 
a definite order or permission to do so, then that absolutely legal rule 


according tc international law was put into effecte 
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Q Tell me, didn't the German Admiralty know in 1936 that most 
merchantmen had wireless? 
Of course, but according tothe International Conference, 
international lawe-that I happen to know, becouse thatws as a footnote 
in tho Prize Ordinance--according to that conference of 1923, they were 
not pormitted to make use of it when they were Stopped, That is 
international law 
Q I see, Well, I om very glad to learn == 
A (Interposing) And that can be soon in all instructionse I know 
for suro that the French instructions were accordingly. 
Q Ab any rote, again the Gorman admiralty and the German Foreign 
ffice did not make ony mention of use of wireless in this *rontye 
What I ma suggesting--I went to put quite clearly to yous-is that 
you were not bothering about this treaty all in any case where it didn't 
suit you in the operations in this war, 
A That is not true. 
Q Now, let's pass on to noutrals, I haven't heard you suggest that 
were dealing with neutrals because they were armed, but lot's toko a 
concroto oxample, 
"On tho 12th of November 1939 == 
have novor said that neutrals wore armoede 
Woll, we will rule that oute Wo will 
tako tho exomple. My Lord, it is givon on page 20 of the document book, 
and in tho middlo of tho middlo pa 
"On the 12th of Novembor, tho iorwogin irno Kjode' was torpedoed 
in the Horth Sen without ony warning ot all W ukor bound from 
one noutrel port to another," 
Now,Defondant, wore a! g tankors bound from ono neutral port 
to mother as wor ships, or for what reason was that ship torpedood without 
Tho mastor and four of tho crow lost their lives, The others 
woro picked up aftor ma y hours in an open boat. Why were you sorpedoing 


neutral ships without warning? is i 
ps without warning? This is only tho 12th of November in tho 


n an lr “74 
. tanker going from ono noutral port to mother, 
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Yose The submarine commander in this case could not know or 

could not sce that the ship wont from one noutral port to the other, 
Q Therefore == 

(Intorposing} No, not for that reason, no, But that ship was an 

course to England, and he confused that ship with an enomy ship, with an 
is why he torpedoed ite I lkmow of that caso, 

You approve of that action by tho submarine commander? 

No, I do not approves 

When in doubt, torpedo ==- 

(Interposing) That is ono of tho cascs =- 

(Interposing) von't you approve of that, when in doubt, torpedo 
without warning: 
j No, no; 
warfare of five and a half years you can find one or two instances 
confusion, this doos not prove anything ond certainly contradic 
assortion. 


Woll, now, let's look at your clean U-boat warfare if you want ł 
Nill you turn to page 30 of the English book? 
Yose 
9 to 60 of tho Gorman booke 
Now, the first of thi th ne note on the intensification of 
U-boat warfare. Y o Qt on directivo of tho årnod Forcos High Comar 
of 50 Docombor=<this is on tho lst of January 1940—-tho Fuchror on roport 
of Dofondant Raodor has docided: 
"(a) Greek merchant vessels are to be treated as cnomy vessols in tho 
around Britain declared barrod by the U.S.A." 
D.VID MAXWELL FYFE: Thore is a mistake, ky Lord, in the translation, 
You sco it says "blockaded by the UeSehe and Britain," Tho propor 
translation should be "in tho zone around Britain declared barred by the 
U.S elie i 
BY SIR DAVID MAXWELLFYFE: 
Q Now, Yefenda,t I don't want to make any bad point, at any rato 


intentionally, “ore you including Grock Ships bocausy you beliovod that most 


P +3, le re Ar T wee, Bpis : 
f tho Greek merchant navy was on British chartor, was being chartored by 
en . > 
Britain? Was that tho reason? 138 
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Ae Yes. Those my have been the reasons of the Naval ‘arfare Command 
for that order, because the Greek Fleet was sailing for England. But I 
assumed that those wore the rensons of the Naval Warfare Commande 
Qe Assume that was the reasons I do not want to occupy time on the point. 
hat I want to know is this: Did that mean that any Greek ship in these 
waters would be sunk without warning? 


It can be scen here that they are to `e treated like enemy 


In sum, then that means that a Greek merchantman from that on would ^e 
sunk without warning if it came into the zone around the British const. 

Now, you mentioned the Bristol Channel, and you have given your explana- 
tion of the next sentencee You say all ships may be attacked without warninr. 
For external consumption, these attacks should he given out as hits by mines. 

I just want to met it clear from youe You are not suggesting that the 
reason of the Naval Hich Command was to conceal the maze of operations of the 
Ueboats; the reason was to avoid trouble with neutrals whose good will you 
wanted to keep, was it not? 

me I explained that I already stated my position on that yesterday. 
These are matters of the political lendership whitch are known to mee I have 
looked only for the military advantage as commander of the Ueboats, or 
military necessity, such as has eon done by England in similar cases. ‘that 
the political reasons may have been, I could not saye 

Qe That is my whole suggestion to you, you knw, Defendant, that you were 
acting on the military necessity stated in that memorandum of the naval 
command that the maximum damage to England could te achieved only with 
unstricted use of arms without warnihs. But let us just look at the next one 
nOWe 

Those were certain areas of which the neutrals had been warned. I 
already stated yesterday that in English operational arenas the same methods 
wore used f a neutral entered these areas where military actions were 


constantly moing on and if he entered in spite of the warning that he had, then 
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he had to run the risk of damage for doing soe Those were the r@&sons which 
may have led the Naval Warfare Command to take these stepse 
As you mentioned that,. I shall deal first with your arcase Your zone, 
which was published, was from the Faroes to Bordeaux and 500 miles west of 
Ireland. That is, your zne was 750,000 square miles; isn't that right? Your 
zone around Britain wis from the Faroes to Bordenux, and 500 miles west of 
Ircland? 
ie Yes, that is tho operational aroa of “urust, 1940. 
19406 
in accord with the soecalled combat zone, the entry 
ints which America prohibited to hor morchant shipss 
Let us just look at it and see what the two 
hincs werée he United States at ths im j at its merchant ships 


ww 


were not to come int You said that if any merchant ship came into 
that zne, 750,006 square miles in extent, none of the laws and usages of war 
applied, and that ship could he destroyed by any means you chosce 
That was your view, was it not? 
ie Yos, that is the German point of view in international law, which 
has also been used by other natisns, that cperational arcas ar: 
are admissa le On the whole, I ca ay ngain that I am not a 
international lav I am a soldic ind I judge according to co 
nsider i ma f courso that an ocean area, or an cocoan zone, around 
not e left to tho cnomy without interference. 
not think you are disputing it at all; but I want to get it quite 
It was your view that it was right thet if you fixed an operational 
that extent, any neutral ship -= and you agree that it is a neutral 
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unarmed into that zone could be destroyed by any means that you cared to 
use? That was your view of the way to conduct a war at sea; that is 
right, is it not? 

A Yes; and there was a sufficient number of British statements 
according to which it is quite correct that during war time -- and we were 
at war with England -- it could not be permitted that neutrals should be in 
a position to support the belligerents, especially if they had been warned 
previously not to enter these zones. According to international law, that 
is quite legal, 

Q We will discuss the matter of law with the Tribunal. I want to 
get at the facts. 

That is the position which you adopt? And equally, if you found a 
neutral vessel outside the zone using its wireless, you would treat it as 
if it were a ship of war of a belligerent power, would you not? If a 
neutral vessel used its wireless after seeing the submarine, you would 


p 


treat it as a ship of war of a belligerent power, would you not? 
A Yes, according to regulations of international law. 

Q I see. As I say, the matters of law rest with the Tribunal. 
am not going to argue theseywith you. But, apart altogether from 
international law, did it ever strike you that that method of treating 
neutral ships was completely disregarding the life and safety of the people 
on the ships? Did that ever strike you? 

A I have already said that the neutrals had been warncd about the 
danger of these zones. If they entered into these zones, they had to run 
the risk of damage. Otherwise, they should stay away. at is what war 
is. For instance, on land, one would also take no consideration if all of 
a sudden a neutral chain of trucks would bring ammunition or supplies to 
the enomy. Then we would consider it in the same light. It is, therefore, 
quite admissible to draw an operational arca around the enemy's country in 
the ocean, Those are the instructions I got from international law, 
although I am only a soldicr, 

Q I see, 


A strict neutrality would require that one keep out of a combat 
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arca., Whoever gets into a combat area has to take the consequences, 

Q I see, That is your view? I do not think it could possibly be 
put more fairly. 

A And for that reason, the United States explicitly prohibited in 
November entry into these zones, becnuse they said, "We do not want to 
enter these Dnes," 

Q In your view, any neutral ship which entered a zone of 7505000 
square miles around Britain was committing an unneutral act and was liable 
to be sunk without warning at sight. That is your view of how war at sea 
Should be conducted; that is right, is it not? 

A Yes. For the neutrals special lanes were given, hey did not 
have to entcr the combat area unless they went to England. Then they had 
to run the risk of war, 

Q I just want you to tell me, if you will look back to Document 
C 21; that is, on page 30 of the English book and pages 59 to 60 of the 
German, you sce that in all these cases -- you take the one in Paragraph 2, 

Conference with the Head of Naval War Staff on the 2nd of January; 

the intensified measures in connection with the Fall Gelb -- that 
is, the invasion of Holland and Belgium -- it mentions the sinking by U-boats 
without any warning of all ships in those waters near the enemy coasts in 
which mines cən be employed, 

Why, if, as you have just told the Tribunal several times, you were 
acting in accordance with what you believe to be international law, did you 

only in areas where mines could be employed? 

That, also, I have already explained, It is not a question of 
legality but of military necessity. In an area where mines can be laid, 
for military reasons, I cannot explain to the enemy clearly what means of 
combat I am using, 

You operated in the same way. I remind you of the French area, the 
French warnings that mines had been laid around Italy. And you did not 
state, either, with what means or weapons you were going to operate, That 
has nothing to do with legality. That is purely a question of military 


necessity. 
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Q You see, I think you will appreciate that the point that I am 
putting to you is this: that you were pretending to neutrals that you were 
acting in accordance with the London Treaty, whereas you were actually 
acting not in accordance with the treaty, but in accordance with 
instructions you laid down for yourself, based on military necessity. 

What I am suggesting to you that the Naval High Command was doing was 
pretending to, and getting the advantage fraudulently of appearing to, 
comply with the treaty, And that, I suggest is the purpose of these 
orders that you would only do this where mines could be laid, Isn't tha 


what was in your mind? 
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A That is not correct, that wo triod to fool tho neutrals, Vic warned 
noutrals clearly that in these croas there would be combat actions, 
and that if they artored they would be ondongered. We did not pretend anything, 
but wo told them definitely, "Do not entor these zones," England did the 
samc things 
THE PRESIDENT: Sir Yavid, doosn't tho next sontonco boar upon that? 


DAVID WAXVELL-FYFE: Yes, Your Lordship; I om very much obliged to 


your Lordshipe 
BY 


OLR DAVID MAX ELL LF YFEs 
Q ‘ould you look at tho noxt sontonco in II-l , whore it says tho 
following? 


"Tho Navy will authorize, simultancously with tho genorcl intonsification 


nm 


of the war, tho sinking by Usboats without ony warning of all ships in those 


waters noar the enemy con 1 mines can be omployed, In this 


7 


should bo made that mines aro boing 

chavior of and use of weap or * Uebonts should be ada wed for this 
purpose,” 

Do you say, in the faco of that scntenco, that you were not trying to 
fool the noutrals--to uso your om phrase? Do you still say you were not 
trying to fool tho neutrals? 

A No, we did not fool them becouse wo warned them before, During a war 
I do not have to say what weapon I want to use; I may very woll camouflage 


NT TOO 7 A nlo PAPA A" 3 
my woapone But tho noutrals wore not fooleds On tho contrary, they wore 


n" i antar thane ee tT 
told "Do not enter those ZONCSe» ‘Hother I usod this or that military moth 


in theso aroas has no: thing to do with tho neutrals, 


Q Now I want you to telltho Tribunal, what was your view of your 


responsibili 40 Sonman x 4 : 
sponsibility totho soamon from boots that were sunk? Would you have in mind 


Provisions of the Lon Tron4- sani tale are 
ondon Troaty, and willyou agree tint your responsibility 


A 
to save Q i ] 
e Soanon from boats that were sunk wherever you could do so without 


imperiling your Ship? Is that, broadly, corzoct? 


44 Of cou S is w ‘i 4 as a 2 g coment Vv 
D 2 


TSRS ye aa i i 
that is to Say, if it did not ocur in these Zones, 


Q Oh? Do you really mean that? That 


18, if you sank a neutral ship which 
2373 
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had come into that zone, you considerod that you were absolved from any 
of your dutics undor the London igreonont to look aftor tho safety of the 
crows? 
A In areas of oporation, orin zonos of operation, I am obliged, 
aftor tho wmbat, to take caro of the shipwrecked if tho military situation 
permits, just tho samo as others bavo dono in thoir oporstional aroase 
Q That is what I put to you, defendant. Please beliovo mo, I don't 

want to make any false point. I put J If they could do so without 
inporiling thoir ships, that is, without risking losing thoir ships, 

got it quito clear, Do you say that in the zono which you fixed there 
was no duty to provide for the safoty of tho crow, that you accented no 
duty to provide for the safoty of the crow? 

to take care of the 
ofter combat if tho military situation nermitted it, Tha 
Convention or in the cgreonent as to its applicatione 
't mattor whothwr the sin z wos in the zone or out 
af tho zone. Aecording to what YOU sy, you undertook exactly tho same duty 
towards survivors whether it was in the zone or outside the zone. Is that 
right? 
not corroct, \ocause outside of the zone neutrals were 


troatod according to tho Prizo Ordinance, only inside the zone thoy were not. 


Q What I can't undorston: is this--ond roally, I hope I om not being 


very stupid. tihat was the difference? hat difforence did you consider 


existed in your rosponsibility teoweids survivors if tho sinking wos inside 


the zono or outside tho zono? That is what Í want to got cloare 


m. 
the differonce was that routrals outside of the zono wor; troated 


n sordi, J Pars Osea. z A r Ls a a 
according to the Prize Yrdinance.s According to the London 4grecnont, wo 


were obligod, before the ship was sunk, to take all measures for tho safoty of 


. p ' A aein toe EE A Ae 
the crow. That obligation was nos &tvon inside the zone, In that caso the 


Haruo fers A ‘ è 
“ague agroemont for tho a plication of tho Genova Conventions tho basis, 
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akon of the shipwrockod if the military situation 


where care should be 

pornitse 

Q Will you agree that an order in eros to amibilate, 
sunk would be an appe 


cill, tho survivors of a ship tha 


or 


] 


I have already stated that the fighting of survivors was contrary 


hat kind 


An 
i 


wL 


d that I have never contributed to that by any 


to a soldicr's morals 
not even in the way of reprisals; ond Suggestions of + 


ordor, no 
service 


have boon mado to moe 
Will you agree thet oven withthe discipline in your owm 


Q 
2 possi 


and your own branch of tho s ervico, thoro was 
an order to 


U-boat commanders would havo refused toc omply with 
never givon 


survivors? 
Woll, in tho first place, sush on order was 
if it wore givon in 
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you sink a ship"? You know your officers. Would there, at any rate, have 


been some danger that some of them would have refused to carry cut that order? 

A Yese As I know my U-boat forces, there wuld have been a storm 
of indignation against suchan order because, in the face of the clean idealism 
of these people, they would never have done it. I would never have given such 
an order, nor would I have permitted such an order to be givene 

Q Yes, that is what I put to youe 

New, gust look at page 33 of the English document booke That contains 
your own Standing Order Noe 1546 Lect me read it to you, rather slowly, if 
the Tribunal dces not mind. It says: 

"Do not pick up survivors an’ take them with yous do not worry 
about the merchant ship's boats: weather conditions and distance from land 
play no parte Have a care only for your om ship and strive only to a 
your next success as soon as possiblee We must be harsh in this war." 

First of all, tell me, what do you mean by "your next success2? 
Doesn't that mean the next attack on a 

A Yese 

Q Now, just look at that order of yours and compare it with the words 
of the London Treatye The Treaty, you remember, says that a warship, 
including a submarine, may not sink or render incapable of navigation a merchar 
vessel without first having placed passengers, crew and shipts papers in 
a place of safetye "For this purpose, the ship!s boats are not regarded as 
a place of safety unless the safety of the passengers and crew is assured 
in the existing sea and weather conditions, by the proximity of land, or 
the presence of another vesscle" 

Defendant, you had that article of the London Treaty in front of you, 
had you not, when you were draftin; this order? And you were deliberately 
excluding from your order the matters menticned in the London Treaty? 

Listen to your order: 

"Do not worry about the boatss weather conditions", one thing mentione 
in the Treaty, "and distance from land", another thing mentioned in the 
Treaty, “play no parte 

Your order could have been put in other language almost as clearly: 


"Disregard all the matters that are stated in Paragraph 2 of the London 
€376 
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Treatye" 

Now tell me, didn't you have the London Treaty in front of you when 
you drew that order? 

A Of course I had the Lendon Treaty in my mind and in front of mey 
but I stated in detail yesterday that we dealt here with the struggle against 
a protected ship, an escobted ship, as can be seen from the ontiro order, of 
which you have taken just one excerpt. Therefore, the Hague Agreement, which 
has nothing to do with escorted ships, could not apply. 

Secondly, this applicd to a zone where, right close to the British 
Coast, the greatest danger existed of being attacked by enemy escortse The 
Agreenent has nothing to do with a 2" zht against an escorted merchant ship. 

Those are two entirely different things; and that order applied to 
this arca, or this gone, for that kir} of combat against an escorted shipe 
I explained that clearly yesterdays 


Q But if you say that that only applied when it was a question of 


attacking ships in convoy, would you look at page 26 of the English document 


book and at page 57 of the German document book? There you will find the 
account of the sinking of the Sheaf lead on the 27th of May, 1940. And if 
you will look at the Ukboat's log, opposite the time group 1648 hours == which 
is on page 27 of the English and page 57 of the German == this is vhat the 
log says} 

"A large heap of wreckage floats upe We approach it to identify the 
nance The crew have saved themselves on wreckage and capsized boats, Tie 
fish out a buoys no name on ite I ask aman onthe rafte He Says, hardly 
turning his head 'Nix, Nein? A ycu- boy in the water calls, Help, help, 
pleasce! The others are very composed", and so one "They look tired and, 
naturally, they have a lock of cold hatred on their faces, Then on to the old 
fourse," 

If you turn to page 57 of the German document book, or page 28 of the 
English, you will find the last sontenco from the survivor's report describes 
the submarine as doing this: 

"Thoy cruised around for half an hour, taking photographs of us in the 


watere Otherwise they just watched us but said nothing. Then they submerged 
9377 
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whatever." 

There you sec the point, defendant s that your owm commander 
Says that there was a young boy in the water calling "Help, help, please", 
and your submarine takes a fow photographs, submerges, and then goes off. 

THE PRESIDENT: Sir Davic, ought you to refer to the passage just 
after the name of the vessel, under 1648, "It is not clear"? 

SIR DAVID MAXVELLAFYFE: "It is not clear whether she was sailing 
as anormal merchant ship. The following seemed to point to the contrary," 
ind then, my Lord, it gives a number cf matters, 

Of course, my Lord, I am on the point of survivors at the momente 
I am not taking this instance as a matter of wrongful sinking; I am taking 
it as an instance of carrying out this order, 


I am very much obliged to your Lordship, but that is why I didn't 


THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal will adjourn nowe 


was taken until 1400 hcurs)e 
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Official transcript of the International 

Military Tribunal. in the Matter of the 

United States of America, hia French 

Republic, the Uni” 2 Kingdom of Groat 

Britain and Northern Sete, and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

against Hermann Wilhelm Goering et al, 

defendants, sittin” at Nurnberg, Germany, 

on 10 May 1946, 1u0-1700, Lord Justi£e 

Lawrence presidinge 

DOENITZ -- Resumed 
CROSS<EXAMINATION =- Continued 
BY SIR DVD MX ELL-FYTE: 
Q Defendant has now had opportunity of 1 king at the log of U~37. 

Wasn't it your practice in May, 190, to sce personally the logs of all 
Uebcats when they arrived? 


orry but the German translation is so indistinct that I 


your practice to sce personally all the logs of Ueboats 


r returned from their trips? 


ir practice to sce personally 
returned from their trips? 
The cormandcrs of submarines alw rays had to report verbally tc 
several weeks after the entries were made since 


ional to the 


you remember seeing the los —37 that was involved in this 


) you now cbhserve that the "Sheaf lead" was not 
and I also know that it was an armed 
which the commandant had said that he was entitled to sink it as 
It also appears from the log that he could not decide on 
until he had ascertained that the ship was armede That is 


vory clearly cxpressed in this decuncnte 
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rd 


P 
4 


mE 
e 2S LO 


May I please explain to 


on the question 


Q 


of sinkinge I am 
Kapitaen’ sutnant 


with the Ueboat command 


the reseu 


Bu 


m 3 Ae 3 $ 
n he should have 


rescue went 


Q Was he not simply carrying 


December, 19? 


s3 


1'te 


No, he did 


Yell, now == 


I have already 


A 


1c German Docume: 


Os a 


U 


Now I want you just. to 


says 


ct, where it 


wAftor having given further 


P. Py y ake dF ai PET 
ver many shi 


OWSV 


out that | 


Ser | 
MO.L e 


lack 


warming 


; 
uo 
pa 

Once ib 


lost in the sinkings the Ancrica: 
new people. The training of sea-c 
Now, did you agree with t 
around that most of the seamen ar 
isti: 


Ir 
As 


was a sound arg. 


States? 


A I have already given 


Office, and I stated my 


would take a long time 





survivorse 


d you say that 


my a 


I 


a" I 


gi the que icn 


st 


iship that I a 


VC u take any actic 


Did 


cr not having assisted in 


wroae 
vi D 


he 


ur Order Noverber 


1 
40 Le 


Armed, preswial 


Y 
4 


English Document 


report of the convcr= 


were told nothing abm 


OO} 
JOU. 


way down, half way through the 


ut half 


the map the Fuehrer 
f their ma: 


one 


For that reason even merchant 


ing as ma 


the killi 


V < +) viel 


©) 


soon 


would 
takes a long 


nnel 


ing pers 
12 
kk 


at argur Hitler's tt 
the åmericans woulc 


lost 


int in the question 


nsver to that questicn in writing to the 
ini do not believe 


ion, which is 
train seamen since American w2 


a © 
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replacementse Gonsequently I would not bo of the opinion that this would 
have a scaring-off value if these pe ple were not rescued. 


Q 


So vou don! ene we . a TW $ 
po you don't agree with ne Fuehrerts reasoning on that point? 
> 4 





10-May~/i-NG=12—1a 


MN 


No, I don't agree to the last part, nanely, that there is a lack of 


the first that I want your opinion on expressly, once 
sets around that most of the 1 aro lost in the sinkings, the Americans 


have difficulties ing new people. That is, I suggest to you 


people would be scared off by the news of the Sinking and killing 
the first people. Did you agree that that was a sound argument. That is what 


rant à 
vami your view One 


Whether the scaring off would happen or not is an American matter 


Would you look at your ovm document book, Volume 1, Page 29, in the 
n, which is your report lth of iay 1942. 
See the last sentence where you are advocating ranzepistol? You 

ol will also have the gre 3 Se that the crew will not 
rescue themselves 


crows will no doubt cause difficulties for the assigne 


onstruction progran," 


lear if they haven't zot the 


ha 


difficult; but this doesn't 


fact is stated that new crews will have to 


that 


nat 


frightening of now crows if 
were sunk under conditions where they would probably lose their lives? 


depends on the courage, the bravery of the 


said that whereas in 1941, the sinking of Gerr 


pecting the scaring-off value, 


concerned, That is his opinion. I can only say that 
Silent disappearing did not have a searing-off value, It is a matter of 


st the crow. 
said 


cussion here, I believe: 





A 


tion to Grand Adri eter and myself was the result of that Oschima 


discussion, My answer to that of cour: LS no, 


ty 


Q tour answer was no, it would be far better to have a range 


f 
a 


zistol 


and kill them while they were still on the boat. That was your answer, wasn't ib‘ 


No. ify answer was that proceeding against shipwrecked 


the question, but as a matter of course one must use the 
Me very nation dons that, 
“os, but the object of your weapon as quite clearly set out was that 
would not be able to rescue thomsolvas on account of ‘tho quick sinking 
shipe That is why you wanted to use the rangepistol. 
reason hecause the crews of eamer, sinc 
considered commandos. 


hat point again, but 


H ~ Ores Fn eae 
now in your 


QO29R2 
9 YOU 
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I do not have it. here i 


It terins with the discuss: 


It is Exhibit 39, page @l, x 


=. Yes, I have found it nows 


A 


le It arises out of an incide of the sinking of the mineboat "Ulm", an 


A 3 


is a question of whethor British festroyers had fired with machine arms 


on soldiers in lifeboats, and the F chror gave orders to the naval comand to 


1 


issue an order uccording to which ır worships would use reprisals," end if 
you look a little lower down, you suy that, "That the metter had beon investi- 
gated by your operatirns staff, anc it is stated, 

"It could not be proved beyon a donbt thet the fire had been 


rew boarding the lifeboats. iI enemy fire was evidentl: aimec< 


Then you discuss the ques’ f applyinc reprisals at the foot of that 


the of the } . iar Command that before issuing reprisal 
orders, one should take into consic-rati whether such measures, if applied ? 
the enemy against us, would not ir end be harmful to us than to the 
enemye Even now our ships have only in à few cases the possibility to 
shipwrecked enemy crews by Wing the lifeb-ats, etce, whereas the crews of 
merchant vessels s^ fa AS A oe, have heen pick: 
our favor, we would have to order, not o 
hipwrecked enemy crows as a measure of 
reprisale 
"It is significant in th esne hs > far i uld not be proved th 
ses on record where the eu ny used arms 
such action wns ordered or covered >y on order 


~e would hve to count on it thet i Wwledre 


by enemy propaganda in such a manner thet its consequences uld no ? 


SZOA 
Yvos 
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DR. KRANZBUEHLER: Mre President, I have cbjections agains this 
type of procedures The document about which this cross examination is 
beings made is not a document submitted to me as evidences I have not 
submitted it yete I ño not know whether it is customary during these 
proceedings that exhibits of the Defense are submitted and can he 
submitted by the Prosecution. I had sugrested for this very reason. 
some time ago that the documentary evidence should begin se that the 
Prosecution should have an opportunity tò use my evidence, my exhibits 
in cross examinati 

» document which is in 
your document book being offered in evidence? 

DR. KRANZBUEHLER: I shall offer the document, Mr. President, but 
I only want to avoid that now durins cross examination my cocuments 
should be read by the Prosecution because my entire documentary 
evidence is being upset throuch thate This particular case does mt 


L a 


rime, but it the Prosecution are proposing bo 
of mine the subject of their cross examination, 
documents which have not yet been submitted by mo, I should like to ask 


p 


that the cross examination be interrupted and I now be afforded an 
pportunity to submit my documents e 
will -aly waste time, will it not? It would 
any foods; it would only waste time. 
DR. KRANZBUEHLER: Mr. President, I do not think it would be a 
of time if I, ofense ask that I be allowed- to submit 
cuments to 
em my Cocumont book to the Tribunal by the Prosecution, *>ccause 
type of presontation and the questions attached to that do, of course, 
tivo these documents a cortain character, 
THE PRESIDENT: :Dre Kranzbuchler, The Tribunal thinks there is no 
objection to the course that is being takene You have had the opportunity 


already of putting this docwnent to the witness. You will have a further 


9385 





MN 


10 May=A-GES-13-3 


opportunity of putting it to hima n in re-examinotion.e 
BY SIR DAVID MAX./ELL-FYFE: 

Qe So thit there was fresh pressure on you to take this courso, that is, 
to fire on the crews of sunken ves*cls in September, was thero not? 

ie No, that is not correcte “his document of the Naval Command Staff 


only became known to me herce I wns not in the picture 
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therefore, but it is true that in accordance with this document, the Naval 
Commend Staff had apparently had orders from the OKW to cou pile a list of 
cil such cases and that the Naval Command Steff was purely occupying itself 
with the belief that one would have to be very careful in judging these 
and that it advised against reprisal measures. It appears to ne that 
his document had the very purpose to convince that principally such 
ruprisals should be refrained from. 
Did you know that on the instructions of Hitler, the OKW had put 
through an inquiry to the Naval Command Staff on this point in September? 
No, I did not know that. I just said I do know this entry from 
the log of the Command Staff, together with the appendix which is attached 
to it and which I first heard of here, 
Q You first heard of it here? 
in Berlin, and I was in France, 


0 


) you tell the Tribunal that you did not know sbout it in 
Septcmocr, then we will pass on to another document. Thet is what you say, 
that you did not know about it in Scptumber 1942? 

That is right. 

Q Now, I would just like you +- I do not want to take you through 
the "Laconia" in any detail, but I want you just to tell me about one, I 
think, one or two entries, I think it is page 40 of your own document 
book, 

THis PRESIDENT: Is that not on page 41? 

SIR DAVID WAXWELL-FYFE: I am very much obliged to Your Lordship. 

BY SIR DAVID NAXWELL-FYFE: 

Q t is page 41, at the botom, It is for 20 Scptombor, 1320 
hours, That is your wireless message to the U-boat Schacht. Do you see 
thot? 

A Yes, and I verified thet in detail yesterday, 

Q I just wint to know is it true what is stated in your wireless 
message that the boat was despatched to rescue Italian allies, not for the 


rvscus and care of Englishmen and Poles? Is that true? 


That is correct, because the vessel had reported to me that it had 
9587 





Barr i 


boats in tow, and it is on page 40, It was clear, considering the entire 


Situation, that a submarine, with vessels in tow, could not remain on the 


szreat deci of value. That is ther eason for what 


£ 
© 


surfaco without losing a 
is mentioned under the second orc or on page 40, which says that the boats 
with British should be cast adrift. That was the one rcason, and then on 
page 41 there comes a long wireless message which is, in fact, 2 summary. 

It was understood however tht he considered his boat in danger through 
having to stop, and so on and so forth, and that there h 

attacks, and then he received that wireless message. 

spoken against the saving of Englishmen, I received the impression that in 
the occurrence the Italians, who after all were our allies, were getting 
the short end of the stick, hat is proved by the figures, 

Q You have given a long e:nlanation. Now, is that wircless 
message true, that the boat was despatched to rescue Italian allies, not 
for the rvuscue and eare of Englishmen and Poles? Is that true or not true‘ 
A Of course, that wireless message refers to those two events, and 
it is eyen more clarified by the event as such, as well as the impression 
that the total number of British personnel was counted among them, whereas 
a large number of Italians drownud, but that impression did not arrive until 
the end, 

THE PRESIDENT: You understand the light, do you not? 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYF E: 

Q Now, there is one point I want you to make a little clearer. 

When you were interrogated about this matter, you said that you were under 
great pressure at the time, and I think the pressure cane to you from 
Hitler through Captain Fricke, Is that right? 

No, not "only"; "also" Sut not "only". Tne pressure, as I have 
very clearly explained here, was cic to worry and anxiety regarding the fat 
of my submarines. I knew that they were now being greatly jeopardized, an: 
we have had evidence of that becsvse of the bombing. Secondly, of course, 
Frick passed on the Fuehrer's oraurs, but I have also stated here that in 
spite of that ordur, I remained in favor of rescuing, in spite of the fact 
that that was a military mistake. My worry and anxiety were, of course, 


mostly for the submarines, for my submarines. 


2 
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Q So that at this tine you had had the report to the Fuehrer on 
tge tth of May; you hdd then had the Laconia incident, and during that 
incident you had had the pressure from the Fuehrere Now, wasn't it because 
of this 

I beg your pardon, but ==- 
Allow me to ask my question, 
I think there is an error thet has crept into it there. 

Q Very well, I will correct ite You had had the report to the 
Fuehrer on the lth of Maye You have told me thate There was then the 
Laconia 

But that has nothing to do with the Fuehrer's order referring to 
the case of the Laconiae In the ease of the Laconia the Fuchrer nerely 
stated correctly that no boats should be endanzered during rescue activities, 
hat was a suggestion quite different from the subjects of the llth of May. 

Q I am trying to assmble for = moment what matters you had to 
deal withe You had had the lth of May, the Laconia incident, and then an 
order to stop, from coming through, from the Fuechrers 

A No, in the case of the incident of the Laconia I didn't think of 
the discussion of the 
an entirely different je This was entirely a matter of the rescue here. 
There was no connection 

Q We will see out that ur? ) page in the British Document 
Book, or pages 71 to 75 in the Ge 

Is that == 
71 =~ 
You mean the Prosecution's book? 


Yes, the Prosecutionts book; O- $ ) glish or 71 to 75 in 


A Thank you very muche 


Q Now, you have told us that what mainly concerned you was the 
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Q So that at this time you had had the report to the Fuehrer on 
tge Myth of May; you hdd then had the Laconia incident, and during that 
incident you had had the pressure from the Fuehrere Now, wasn't it because 
of this -= 

I beg your pardon, but -= 
Allow me to ask my questions 
I think there is an error that has crept into it there, 

Q Very well, I will correct ite You hac had the report to the 
Fuehrer on the ljth of May. You have told me thate There was then the 

eonia == 

Á But that has nothing to do with the Fuehrer's order referring to 
the case of the Laconiae In the case of the Laconia the Fuehrer merely 
stated correctly that no boats should be endangered during rescue activities, 
That was a suggestion quite different from the subjects of the lth of May. 

Q I am trying to assmble for the moment what matters you had to 
deal withe You had had the lth of liay, the Laconia incident, and then an 
order to stop, from coming through, from the Fuchrer. 

A No, in the case of the incident of the Laconia I didn't think of 
the discussion of the 1th with the Fuehrer,and couldn't, because that was 
an entirely different subject. This was entirely a matter of the rescue heree 
There was no connection between the twoe 

Q ‘We will see about thate Turn to page 36 in the British Document 
Book, or paces 71 to 75 in the German Dociment Book == 

Is that == 

71 -=-= 

You mean the Prosecution's book? 

Yes, the Prosecutionts books; 36 in the English or 71 to 75 in 
the Germane 

A And in the English? 

Q 36.6 

A Thank you very muche 


Q Now, you have told us that what mainly concerned you was the 


yo 
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safety of your own boats and your own personnel. 
A Yes. 
Q Why did you put into the order "The rudimentary demands of warfare 


(=) 


for the destruction of ships md crews"? That was the point of putting these 
words in, unless you meant to encourage people to destroy enemy ships and 
crews? 

I had explained that quite carefully yesterday. I had preached 
during all these years that you must not rescue when your owm sefety is in 
dangere In the czse of the Laconia I told that to the troops, in four wire- 
less messages, due to my anxicty and worry. Apart from that, I experienced 
it again and again that submariyie cormanders were taking the danger from the ai 
too lightly, and I have explained how that is to be explained psychologically. 
I described yesterday how the ir Forces increased and that consequently under 
no circumstances would I have given the reason and told these people again 
that if there is danger from the air you must do tht and that, you must no 
rescue, or rescuing is contrary bo the most primitive manner of warfarce 
The reason is because there was n estion -- I was taking away from the 
commandants any arguments on questions of air attack. After all, ny 
experience with losscs and the steady presence of the ñir Force, which is 
historical, and increasing more and morc id on the basis of my experience 
I had to give directly acute o a saying, "You canft go 
on like that or we shall be attacked and killed by the opponents whilst 
we rescue their om men," That was why that could not come into ite I did 
not wish to give the commanders another opportunity of thinking out or dis- 
cussing this vital point. I told you yesterday that I could have added 
that if we do not consider the dancer frorn the air and we rescue the opponent 

being attacked by that very opponent, then that rescue is aces 
the most: primitive principles of warfaree I didn't want to do that, because 
I didn't want any discussions or arguments. We all had the impression that 
I said "don't rescue because there is air danger", that this idea was worn-out 
Because the commanders would nevertheless lose their ovm liberty of decision. 


Q But if you had simply said "You are forbidden to rescue", and if 
9590 
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you had wanted to give a reason "You are forbidden to rescue because in view 
of the Allied air cover it is a matter of too great danger for the safety of 
yourself and your boat ever to rescue at all, " that would have been quite 
cleare Why didn't you put it that way? 

A Noy not at all. That is what I have just said, Because, again, 
a comnander in some theatre, sone part of the Seca, might have an idea there 
wasn't danger from the air and the next moment there was an aircraft and he 
was smashede 

Q Now, you had two experienced staff officers with you at the 
tine that you got this order out =-= Captains Gote and Hessler, had you not? 

à Yes, that's richte 

And both Captain Goete ana Captain Hessler advised you strongly 


order, did they not? 


* As far as I can renember, they rouchly said this: "The bulk of the 


submarines" -= and this is what I have said here =- "the bulk of the U-boats, 
that is, more than 90 per cent of then were already fighting the conv YS, 
so that those orders wouldn't affect thon at, all. Andthe questicn was: Did 
and whether there were further 

developments which wore forcing us currently to issue yet new ordors » nanely, 
‘Stay on the surface as little as possible? wouldn't make an order superfluous 
but since I was responsible for every possible loss of a submarine I had to 
Give this additional order and my staff agreed with me perfectly as far as 
this measure was concerned. T 

Q Didn't you say when you were interrogated on the 22nd of October 
and on other occasion ote and Hessler told me, Don't make this wireless; 
you Scc, one day there can be a wrong appearance about; there can be a 


nisinterpretation of thate!!!  Dicnts you say thot? 
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Yes, I did, œd it is truc too, quite possibly, such a romark 
was made» But it wasn't misintorproted, or Í wouldn't have issuod the order. 
We wore thinking of tho effects on the outsido world, 
Q dnd wasn't the effect that you wanted to produce that you would 
have an ordor which could bo arguod was meroly a prohibition of roscue 


and would oncourage tho submarine commandors who folt that way as to 


“g 
annihilating tho survivors of tho crows? 


No, that was absolutely wrong, end it is proved by tho documents 


which wo submittede Apart from the case Nochle, nobody mhsundorstood this 
ordor at all md whon we compiled the order wo weren't aware of that facte 
That becomes clear fron tho correspondence whichwo had from commandos 
becomes clear from my inquirios whon I asked whothor they had in ony way 
considcred such a poss ibility. 


Q Tell, now -= 


4. Vhat's more, thi doesn't show that causo 


docsn't indicato it, ore rescuing for all wo wore worth 


tho subject, "rescuc nothing elso, This is 


of 4 


: 
ani 


sai al i ssuod tho ordore Do you romonbor saying this 


y 


or it, bocause Captains 


both oxpress1; 


considered tho teologram as 


Me 


mbiguous or likely to be misintorpretod, 


Do you romombor sayin 
because both your staff 


caff offic had pointed out that it was ambiguous? 


you say that? 


I don't sup aid it like t 
on t suppose I said it liko thate I am not sure, but I say now th: 


d Pe +l, snk aes WO. a n A 
luring tho interrogztion I was told that Captains Gote and Hesshor mado 


this order and in roplyto that 


Ho = . 7 v . > . 
- Said, “It is quite immaterialg I an 


res onsible for the ord cr ' Li a i ad © 
we di S cus sed whe thor one ou ht t (8) 1 SU i) I an Ad € l G (6 
g S£ a} ucn a orders in dmi ra otets or 


Captain Hesslorts braj he ¢ i 
.ptain Hes ain the thought mish h 
& Lane Crop up that such an ordor could be 
LAE" A 
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misunderstood by us == that is, the U-Bonts, That I omphatically stated 
during the interrogation, I have oxprossly stated that these considerations 


3 


and the discussion of that question whother tho order was to bopublished or 
not wes having nothing to do in the case of these two people, that the 
ordor could be undorstood among us, and that too was containod in an 
interrogatione 
Q You wore making clear that it was the first occasione I mado it 
cloar that you weren't blaming your junior officer that had advised you 
this and this, and you woro toking the responsibility on this 


occasion yoursolf, That is truc, thoso junior officors advisod you against 


it? In your ovm words, they both oxpressly stated that they c onsidered 


ail 


the telogrom ambiguous and liable to be misinterpreted, that's right, isn't 


thoy did say that? 
didn't sco the discussion aftor the 
but I can tell youquite Cloarly ==- 
anothor discussion =-= that I heve said that 


rosponsibility, That was important to mo, 


Westion ca 20 wos A - 5 19 n 
question came up was because the in g officer told mo those of ficers 


had written the order and thon it around: inmyhead that under no 


circumstances d these 


a 


ps P 
tilecrs bo hold responsible if they wrote my 


orders the sense of ny statoment e 


any ate Ol P ot ha ri ne nt ; 
y rate, you aro not changing what you said a few minutes 


ad Captain Hossler advised you against issuing 
are you? 


According to my recol: 24g Loth first of all 


T 
have hoard are j? j 3 i 
caru that both are saying thoy hadn't adviscd 


might havo or Somebody olse 


==- I don't know for certain, but 


OA 
YOIS 
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rocohlect it, it was that both had advised against it, If 90 per cent 

of our submarines should work in convoy work, whether it was advisable to 
issuo such an order, they wore being forced into the water anyway and 

we still couldn't possibly rescue since we woro below the surface, I said, 
"No there aro still cases whon such a thing can happen and where the 
commander is then put into that cmergeng and then I shali/feliow hin 

of the decision That was tho end what we were up against ard 
nothing olse. 


Q We will continue. That j part of the ordore Take 


paragraph 2, "tho orders for bringing in Captains and Chior Engineers 


Now, Defendant, you know perfectly woll that in ordor to 
find tho captain or chiof ongincor tho U-Boat has got to go around the 


lifeboats or wreckage and ms inquirios, "whore is the captain?" find you 


know vory woll that the usual practice of the merchantmen was to try 


and hide the captain and prevont than 


the practical position that had to bo mot, that you had to g0 around the 


4 fahant Ys A Ha anne ad $ =v? tear 7 hys : * 
l ifoboats asking for tho captain if you wanted to bring him in? Isn't 
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A ' Not to that extent, now I had stated quite clearly yesterday that 
the risk of taking aboard one man was much shorter as far as time was 
ccneerned, and would not in any way limit the diving ability of the boat, 
whereas the rescuing of others would interfere, 

Secondly, that was a\military aim ordered by the Navy Command Staff 
for which a certain risk would have to be assumed during such a War; and, 
thirdly, that the signifigance of that parasraph appeared to be lean and 
always remained so, This crcer if ycu want to understand it like this and tak: 


it out of its context, spoke against the statement, namely, I want these people 


killed, because here I want somebody taken prisoner, but if I kill somebdcdy 


first then I can't take him prisoner. 

Q, I am putting it to you that the second part of the order is that you 
are to bring in cpptains and chief engineers to find out what you can from 
them. 

Look at the third paragraph: "Rescue ship crews only if their 
statements wil! be cf imp-rtance for U-boats that is, of importance for you 
to laarn from them the position cf Allied ships, or the measures the Alliəs 
ere taking against submarines." That is the point against two and three 
isn't it? You are only to take prisoners if you can find cut some useful 
thing from them? 

A I think it is a matter of curse, that it is perfectly natural that 
we should try to get as much intellizence material as pessible, and since I 
eculdn't take the whole crew prisoners on a U-boat, I have to confine myself 
tc the most imp-rtant perscne I remove these people from further fighting, 
whereas the others may fight later. Of ccurse, if I consider the limited room 
on a U-boat, I take only the important ones, 

Q I con't want to take up a lot cf tine but Iwant you to tell mọ this: 

Did I understand your explanaticn of the word "again" in the War 
Diary to be that you had drawn the attonticn of certain submarine Commanders 
by your telegrams during the Laconia incident, is that your explanati-n? 

A MW, not U-boat Commanders, exd I believe this is referring to those 
four wireless messages which we have read on this matter curing the preceding 
days, and that have been submitted to the Tribunal yesterdgy. 

Q I put ty cu a moment ago a question and you said the "again! 
refers to the messages you have sent out during the Laconia incident? I think 
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you agree with that, don't you? Don't be afraid tc agree with what I say. 
When was that? 

A Yestorday it was explained to mo it was four wireless messages, ar 
I assumed that the person was summarizing the wh°le event, and that was 
probably the way he mentioned it. He was a petty cfficer and I don't know 
what he meant in that connection at that time. 

Q Now yu say you had never heard of the Hitler and Oschina 
conversations which I put to you a few moments ago? 

A Noe 

Q Therefore, one may assume, may one not, that Lisutenant Hvisig., 
who gave evidence he had not heard of the Hitler and Oschina conversations 
either, donit you think he could not have heard about it? 

A I assume it was out of the question. 

Q Did you notice thet Heisig said in his evidence that you put 
forward the sane argument during a lecture he heard es Hitler put forward 
in his conversaticns with Oschina? 

A First of all I want to state that Heisig here in this witness box 
had tola the story difforently than he ià curing his interrogation. Durin 
eress exeaninaticn he has admittec that, I have not said anything about 
fighting against rescued personnel, but everything else he said is so 
un-clear that I don't attach much value to his credibility, ahd certainly 
he stated quite clearly that I had not done this by lecture but during 
discussions, which is of no im’rtance, and, fourthly, it may be that the 
subject was opened dealing with new construction in America and the findir 
of crews for those new ships. Jt is possible. 

Q o you now say you agree you never opened any ciscussion having 
reference to the American Ship Building program and the difficulty of 


finding crews? Do you agree vith Heisig on that? 
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A Thatwas in the German Press, It was full of it 2nd everybody 
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knew it regarding the ship buildings 
Q But the argument, I am suggesting to you, you know, was that 
the building program would be useless if you could destroy or frighten off 
sufficient navy merchant crews. Tht is the point in Hitler's conversati Ny 
ind that Heisig said ycu saide Dic you say that? 
~ have always hac the attitude thet losses of crews, that replace- 
ments wuld be made difficult, that is a matter in my war diary, and per- 
haps + talked in a similar way before these cadets. 
Q Would you lo k at page 27 f the Prosecution Document Bock, 
page 76 in the German Trenslaticn? 
tage 37? 
Page 37 is the English. It is an orcer dated in September of 
19432 I just went you to lock at tholast sentence: 
"In vicw of the desired destruction cf ship's crews, their 
sinking is of great value," 
haven't found the page yote 


have the English =- if you will excuse me it is 


That can't be richte 

‘erhaps you would help me, Sergeant Maj r, would you? 
(The place is indicated to the witness) 

In the last 


Yos, I have reac ite 


rT] 4 s > 3 ` e AS r : 
In view the desived destruction of ship's crews, their sinking 


great value, and it is continually pressing, the need for ships crews." 
but by fighting it is is perfectly clear these 
r armed, they had air craft and were just aspos- 
be sunk by a convoy as any other ships. If there were crews which we 
have like others, it was, of course, our wight to give an order that 
rescue ships should be sunke Apart from that they were used as traps 
for submarines, 
Q On the question of the rightness or wrongness of sinking re 
ships, the destruction of ship's crows = Now I want to ask you one or two 


questions about Moehle. He commanc. | the Ueboat operations frem 1942 until 
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the end of the ware That is nearly three years, and as he told us, he has 
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a number of decorations for callant services. Are you telling the Tribunal 
thet Comaander Mochle went on bricfing submarine cormanders 
mistaken basis for three years withcut any of your staff or yourself dis- 
covering this? You saw every Ueboat commander when he came hacke 

I am sorry that Captain Mehle was the only one who shculd have 


had doubts in connection with this order, as he declared here, and that 


he dicn't clarify it right away, but unfortunztely I can't think he eculd 


have had such doubte He had the opportunity to clarify the matter and I 


don't know whether my staff cr any `y else but the Submarine stoff had 
e © Zi 


a letter here, a leter from a widow of 
3 


I can't get the Com 


not found any 
defenseless seam 
DRe KRANZBUEHLER: I ag ase of thi tie I think 
128 been ruled as an exhibit and it 


rpical letter such 2s M Justice Jackson 


9 


repeatedly criticized, 
BIR DAVID MAXWELL TYPE: The only poir J 
himself has not come backe The widow give information 2s to how he 


3 


uncerstood his orcers before he went -vt id should ha submitted 
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THE WITNESS: It isfull of incorrect statements, too. 

THE PRESIDENT: Wait just a miiute. 

THE WITNESS: It isnot true. 

DR. KRANZBUEHLER: Mr.President, I have only just finished reading 
this letter--- 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the Tribunal is considering the matter at the 
moment. 

DR. KRANZBUEHLER: May I just add one argument of mine first? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, we have heard your argument and we are con- 
Sidering the matter, 

The Tribunal thinks that it isundesirable and that this document 
should not be used, 

SIR DAVID MAX\ELL FYFE: As your Lordship pleases. 

BY SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: 

Q Nowl want to just deal for one moment wth a passage in your 
own document beoks which Dr. Kranzbushler put to you yesterday. It is 
Volume 2, page 92, Exhibit 42. Before I ask you a questien about it 
there is one point that I wrvld like you to help me en, In your interro- 
gation you said that on the 22nd of October -= you said that drut two 
months after that order of the 17th of Septenber you istued orders forbidd- 
ing Ueboats to surface at all, isthat right? You gave crders for bidd- 
Ueboats to surface, 1s that right? 

A That isn’s possible at all in connection with a submarine; 
depending on whether åt was day or night. or according to the sitvation 
of the weather, we wouid alter ovr erders ans 
they had to surface, 

Q They weren't to surface after attacks, weren't to surface at 
all before or after attacks; isn’t that the effect of your order? 


A Of course submarines, particularly aj night, had to be on 


the surface for attacks, but it depended on these things, and we were 


trying to take no risks, 
Q Then twe months later there was an erder that they were to 
surface as little as possible and yuu tell me it was your order? 
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A Wherever possible they were to avoid danger from the air, 
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Q Did you give ordexs as to surfacing? 

A I have given them quite a number of orders, as I have said, 
considering the weather, considering the part of the sea they were in, 
and considering whether it was day or night. The order was different acc- 
ording to these factors. There were changes, too; if we had experiences 
showing that night was more dangerous than day, then we surfaced during 
the day, But then after that we might have the impression that it was 
better to surface during the day, because then one could at least see the 
attacking aircraft, so we changed, 

Q But it is a fact that quite socn after this order the Allied 
air cover became so heavy that == I cuote your own words. You says 
"Two months later there were no submarines at all who came in the situat- 
ion to get upe" 

That is, as I understood it, surfacing became very difficult in view of 
the heavy nature of allied air attacks; is that right? 

A Yes, they didn't have a chance to come to the surface in 
certain parts of the sea without being attacked forthwith, at once; that 
is just the point. But this is the difference in that connection: the 
Submarines were alarmed, & general alarm, when otherwise we weren't and 
even when they had been alarmed completely there were still these losses 
and these difficulties which gccurred, 

Q Now I want you to look at Page 93. It is the page after the 
ene I referred you to in Volume 2 of vour document book, paragraph 1s 
"The percentage of sunk merchant vessels in convoys in 191 amounted to ho 


per cent; in the entire year of 192 to barely 30 per cent; in the last 


quarter of 1942 to 57 per cent; in January, 1943, to about 65 per cent; 


in February to 70 per cent; and in March to 80 per cent. " Your worst 
period was the first three-quarters of 1942, isn't that so? That appears 
from your own figures, 

A Which"worst period"? I don't understand, 


Q Well, it is page 935 paragraph 1. 
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A Yes, but how do you mean, "worst period"? 


Q Well, the percentage of ¢ ink merchant vessels of convoys in 


1941 amounted to 0 per cent yp 
A You mean merchant ships? 


Q Yes. I am reading your owm War Diary, or rather the 





0 


SeKel, War Diary. "In the entire year of 1942 to barely 30 per cent =- " 
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From conveys? 


Q Convoys, yese So that the worst period that y.u had was the first 


threeequirters of 1942? 

A Noe In 1942, as I have said when I described the entire situation, 
a large number of submarines were just outside the ports, such as Trinidad 
anc the likee But we aren't mentioning this in this comecticn > wo are 

nly mentioning in this list the sinkings carried cut by those boats which 
were fighting against conveys in the Atlantic. 

Q But is it mt right that thse figures mean that your worst period 
was the first threeequarters of 19)2? It must have neen around 30 per TS 

No, Noy Me ly most successful period was the year of 1912. 

Q Vell, how do you get it thencst suecessful perica if for the entire 
year of 1942 your percentage of sunk merchant vessels in wonvoys is cnly 
30 per cent, whereas in Yanury and February and March, 1943, it got up to 
65, 70 and 80 per cent? k 

A Hight. Of tle merchant ships sunk in 1942, 30 per cent were sunk 
in the itlantic, but the total figure was much hreer than, forinstance, in 
the year of 1943 when 65 and 70 per cent were sunk; and that is simply 
because at that time in 1943 we could no longer sit outside a port like 
New York, for instance. This is nly mentioning percentages of sinkings 
in the Jtlantic from convoys. 

Q You see what I am putting to you is this, that in 1942, when your 
percentage of ecnvoys was low, when you had hac that pressure that I have 
gone into with you before, therc was every reason for you to issue an 
unequivocal order which would have the effect of getting these submarine 
commanders wh wanted to destroy the crows -f the shipse In 193 ycur 
Veboats weren't surfacing, your ennvoy proportions hac gone up, and there 
wasn't any roasen to make your crder more explicit. That is what I am 
suggesting to ycu, Defendante 

I consider that that is quite wrong, 
Now I just want to e= 
This is the point, that was the situation that we side Beginning 


in the summer of 1942 we hac the experience of the suddenly increasing danger 


9402 





NE 


10 May 19)6-4-DiMR-16-2a 
from the air. This danger was having its effect everywhere, on the sea -= 
anc. that includes those parts of the sea where submarines were not fichting 
convoySe 

Q Now I just want you to help me on one cther point. Dre 
Krangbvehler put to you yesterday that Kaditaenleutnant Eck said that if he 

back he would not have expected you to have 

angry with him for shocting up the crew of the Pileuse You said you know 


that Eck was carrying this order of yours in your locker when he cid shoot 

he crew of the Pileus? 
Yes, but I also know that this orcer didn't have the slightest 

effect regarding his decisicn 2s Eck is expressly saying his decision te 

shoct the crew had quite a different aime His rim was to remove the wreckaze 

because he was afraid for his boat just as for other boats which would have 

ne to pieces otherwise in this particular part of the ser. 
emphatically and expressly that any cennecti-n in his thoughts wi 


3 


a quite accidentally, referred t: 


Now ycu know there are before the Tribunal, the 
ary" and the 
document bock, where witnesses evicence of the 
carryinz cut attach n them when they ar e case, on wreckage, 
ther case, in the lifeboa : you k at the "Noreen Mary" 
f the dccument book fhe statement of the survivor is 
He ceals with this point, he says in the fourth ; 
theGerman book, page 5( the neg I have 
MI swam ar: und until I came across 3 vken bow cf our life- 
at which was upside dom and managed i scramble on top of ite Even now 
the submarine di? not submerge but leliberately steamed in my cirecticn and 
when only about 60 to 70 yard s away fired directly at me 
fromthe machine gun. As their intention was quite sbvicus I fell into the 


water and remained there until the submarine ceased firing, anc submerred, 


after which I climbed ba to the bottom ¿£ the boat." 
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The statement by the Brazilian gentleman -- which you will find 
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on page 52e Do you have it? 


h Yes, I've got ite 


Q Fifteen lines fram tle foot, he says: "The enemy ruthlessly 


machine-zunnec the defenseless sailors in Nc. 2 lifeboate" Assuming == of 
ccurse one has to assume -- assume that Mre McAlister and Signor De Oliveira 
Silva are speaking the truth, are you saying that these U-bcat officers 


were acting on their ow? 
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It is possible. I can believe that subjectively they managed thats 
dut I want to point cut this night battle of the "Antonico", which lasted twenty 


minutes, It was quite possible that shots might have been assumed or shots 


directed arainst the ship could hit a rescuing vessel, At any rate, if during 


a night attack, during twenty minutes, some one is making a report thet it is 
subjective -- and everyone know how different these reports are and everyone 
whe know them will know how many errors will creep into thom == if, during such 
a nicht battle, the U-boat had wanted to destroy these people, thon it wouldn't 
have loft after twenty minutes as is stated in the report, particularly since 
the person is stating that he could hardly see the submarine in the carkness. 
These are all very vague statementEe 

In the case of the "Noreen Vary", it is quite similar. A large number of 
statements are made which are certainly not true; for instance, that the sub=- 
msrine was supposed to have a swastil m its tower. Not 2 single submrine 
was painted in that way when it went to sen. 
wreckage or a lifeboat anc shots are happeninr nearby, then he will always feel 
that he is being shot at. It was for that very reason that a number of cases 
of the ingloeimerican side have been raised by us; not because we wanted to 

an accusation, but because we wanted to show how very sccptical one has 
regarding these reports. 

“hese are the only cases which are available here during five and a 
half years of war anc considerinz the large number of attacks. 

Qe Yes, and for, of course, the two and a half of these years that the 
submarine commanders have been shooting up survivors, you're not likely to pet 
many cases, are you? I frat want to ask you one other point == 

ig Commanders of submarines, with the exceptixn ^f the caso Eck, did in 
n° case shoot down shipwrecked persons == in no case. 

That's what you saye 
That's not true. It's not truce There's no cnse provele 
contrary, with rreat devotion did we rescues Never has there »bcen 


amongst the submarine personnel that shipwrecked personnel should be proceeded 


against, with the exception of the caso Eck, for certain clear@cut reasons. 
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Qe Vell, now, tell me this: Did you know that the log of the Athenia was 
faked, after she came in? 

‘se No, it wasn't fakede There was a clear order that the case of the 
Athenia should be kept secret for political reasons and, as a result, the log 
had to be altered. 

de I see. You don't like the word "faked". Well, I'll use the wrd 
"changed"; that a page was cut cut of the log anda false pare had deen put in. 
Did you know about that? 

iie I can't tell you that toeday, It?s. mossible. Probably Captain Lemm, 
either from me or my staff, received the order thet the case is to he kept a 
secrets; and at c r ho certainly must have received. And followinr that, he 
or the flotilla would have taken the log, which went to ten departments of the 
navy, and altered it correspondingly. ihat else could he do3 he had no choice. 
If for political reasons == 

Qe I want t know, was it your order and with your knowledge that that 
log was altered from, I suppose, the truth into the falsit 

is à simple questione Can you answer it? 
done by my order or, if it hadn't been done, then 
it because the political instructions existed that it was 
cept secret. The fighting men hal no other choice, therefore, but to 
alter the document. Afterwards, er the case happened, commanders of the 
Usboats had orders to make any false entrics. Especially in the ease such as 
the Athenian, it was ordered afterwards that it was to be kept secret and 
nothing must appear in the loze 

‘te ‘cll, now, I have only one other point to deal with you, and I can deal 
with it quite shortly. You were n firm acherent of ideological education for 
service personnel, were you not? 

Yes, and I-can explain my reasons. 
ell, I just want to get this, an? then you can explain your reasons 
afterwarcse You thought it consenso that 2 soldier should have no politics, 
didn't you? If you wa 
de But, of COULrSG, VOSe The soldier had nothine to do with politics, but, 
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on the cther hard, he had to stand behind his home state curing the war. 
Ge and you wanted your commanders to indoctrinate the navy with Nazi 
ideclogy, didn't you? 

I wished that commanders Bhould tell the units that the German nation 
was the source of strength for our warfare, and thot, since we were the 
beneficiaries of this unity, we should take care òf that unity; that that 
gscurce should remain in 


During the orld made the worst experiences in that particular 


respect. That disintegration of the nation would have had its offect ~-n the 


document bork. 


Yes, sevene Tho Lí >m the starte 
"The whole of the ice corps must be so indoctrinated that it 
nal Sscialist state in its entircty. 
The officer is the exponent t statee The itle chatter 
nonsense 
isn't it? 
y u've also eri f end the 
st sentence, that our discipline and our strength 
tower and it's shove that 
USe 
If that hadn't heen the case, thon our troops wuld have fallen apart; 

that's the rea aid that again and again, the same 

Tell me, how many men were you attemptinr ti apply this to or how 
many men had ycu got in the Navy on the 15th of February, 19447 I want t see 
What body you were trying to effecte How many? <A quarter of a mil 

More, 600,000 or 700,000. 

Now, I would just like you to turn to the next pare, pare 8 in the 
British document book, which gives your speech on Heroes! Day, the 12th of 


March, 1944. You say this? 
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"What would have become of our country today if the Fuehrer hail not 
united os under National Socialism, split into parties, beset with the spread- 
ing poison of Jewry and vulnerable to it, and letting as a defense our present 
uncompromising world outlook? ie woul’ long since have succumbed to the 
burdens əf this war and be subject to the merciless destruction of our 
adversaires," 


"spreading poison of Jewry?" 


ihat did you mean by the 
Ie I wanted to say that wo were living in a very large community and that 
represented strenythe 
Qe No, that's not what I askede 
4. That all forces should serve that community. 
Qe I'm asking you, what did you mean by the "spreading poison of Jewry"? 
your phrase, and you tell re what you by it. 
Ae T could imacine that, considering > considerable 
attacks, the holding out of the por m in the towns would be more difficult 
if such an influence was taking places; th-t's what I wanted to saye 
‘ell, now, can you tell me again; what do you mean hy the "spreading 
poison of Jowry?" 
se It means that the reeek to hold out of the people, in which I 
was interested as a soldier inthe battle of the nations for life and death; 
that that might have had a disintegrating effecte 
Qe well, now, that's what I want to know. You were the supreme commander 
and indoctrinated 600,000 or 700,000 mene hy were you conveying to them that 
Jews were a spreading poison in the party politics? “hy was that? What was 
it that you objected to Jews; that made you think that they had a bad effect 
m Germany? 
Tht statement was made durine my specch on Heroes' Daye It just shoy 
thet I was of the cpinion that the strenzth of holding out of the nation eorld 


hw 


ee preserved better than if there were Jewish component parts in the nation. 


sort of telk, "spreading poison of Jewry" produced the attitude 
in the mind which caused the death of five or six million Jews in these last 


7 


fow yearse Y» you say that you knew nothing about the action and the intention: 
9408 
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"What wuld have become of our country today if the Fuehrer had not 
united as under National Socialism, split into parties, beset with the spread- 
ing poison of Jewry and vulnerable to it, and letting as a defense our present 
uncompromising world outlook? ‘fe woul’ long since have succumbed to the 
burdens of this war and be subject to the merciless destruction of our 
adversaires." 

What did you mean by the "spreading poison of Jewry?" 

Qe I wanted to say that wo were living in a very large community and that 

represented strenrthe 

Qe No, that's not what I askede 

That all forces should serve that community. 
I'm asking you, what did you mean by the "spreading poison of Jewry"? 
your phrase, and you tell us what you meant by it. 

Äe I could imacine th: nside e the considerable burden of bombing 
attacks, the holding out of the population in the towns wuld be more difficult 
if such an influence was taking pla h-t's what I v ed to saye 

you mean hy the "spreading 
poison of Jewry?" 

It means ld out of the people, in which I 
was interested as dier i of the nations for life and death; 
that that might have had a disintegrating effect. 

Qe Well, now, that's what I want to know. You were the supreme commande: 
and indoctrinated 600,000 or 700,000 mene ‘Why were you conveying to them that 
Jews were a svreacing poison in the party po ‘hy was that? ihat was 
it that you objected to Jews; that made you think that they hada had effect 
on Germany? 

That statement was made during my specch on Horses’! Daye It just shov 
thet I was of the spinicn that the strongth of holdine cut of the notion corld 
be preserved better than if there were Jewish component parts in the nations 

ort of talk, "spreading poison of Jowry" produced the attitude 
in the mind which caused the death of five or six million Jews in these last 


fow yearse Y» you say that you knew nothing about the action arid the intentio 
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to do away with anc exterminate the Jews? 

jie Yes, of course, I'm saying that’ I didn't know anything at all about 
ite If such a statement was made, then that doesn't furnish evidence that I 
knew about any methods which were used against Jewry. 

*, No, but I'm putting == 
ie This happened in 1436 
*. Well, what I'm putting to you,is that you are in the hunt 
against this unfortunate section of your community and six or seven 
hundred thousand of the Navy on the same hunt. 

Now, just leok at page 76 of the document bork in this last reference 
to you == pare 76. 

« Nobody amongst my men was thinking of employing force against Jews, 
not a single one, and nobody can draw that conclusion from that sentence. 

Qe Well, now, just look at page 76¢ This is where you'ro dealing with 
the promotion of under-officers and men who have shown themselves to be 
personalities in warfare. You, first of all, says: 

"I declare that the leaders of mits responsible for ratings and the 
flotilla commanders end other commanders superior to them shouldinterest 
themselves more in the promotion of these undereofficers and men who have 
shown in special situations in the war that, thanks to their inner attitude and 
firmness, by energetic and immer drive, in short, owing to their gifts of 
personalities, they are capable of taking right decisions independently and of 
carrying them cut without wavering in their nim and with willing acceptance of 
responsibility. 

"in example: In a prison camp of the auxiliary cruiser CORMORAU in 
australia, a petty officer, acting as camp senior officer, had all Communists, 
who mace themselves noticeable among the inmates of the camps, systematically 
done away with in such a way that the guards did not notice. This petty 
officer is sure of my full recognition for his cecision and his execution and, 
after his return, I shall promote him with all means, as he has shown he is 
fitted to be a leader," 

Was that your idea of leadership in this National Socialist indoctrinated 
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navy; that he should murder political opponents in a way that wouldn't be 
fsunc out by the puard? 

Ae No, that's different. It had been reported to me that there was a 
spy who was to be put amongst new crews and who should listen to them, and 
then pass information on to the enemy, It would have been the result of that, 
based on that informtion, that submarines would now have been lost; and it 
was then that the senior man, an uncommissioned officer in that camp, decided 
to remove that man as a traitors That is what was reported to me; something 
which I shall prove by means of a witness. In my »pinion, ond every nation 
will recognize that, that has heen acted upon under grenat responsibility and 
in a very difficult situation. 

*. ihv didn't you say that, defendant? If you had stated that this man 
hac killed a spy who had ehdangered the spreading of information, I wouldn't 
have put this to you. But what you say is that it was Communists who made 
themselves noticeable and this man had killed them without knowlecce of the 
guarde hy do you put Communists in your order if) 

I think this is an order from a Baltic stre 
and that's a fact, that it wis a spy, ant 
provee hat reasons there were =-= perhaps reasons of counter-intellirence, 
not to divulge that. I never entered into it. 

‘ere you =~ 

I am responsible for ite 

Are you putting the responsibility for this order on one of your 
junior officers? Are you saying it was one of ycur junior officers who put the 
order out like this? It wasn't what you meant at all; is that what you are 
saying? 

have merely said how the order came abouts; how it happened to be 
this. I have never yet refused the responsibility. 
SIR DAVID MAX.ELLeFYFE: All rishte 
THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal will adjourn. 


(A recess was taken) 
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THE PRESIDENT: ‘ts thero any further cross examination? 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: My Lord, the Sovict Prosecution has several questions 
to sak of the defendant Doenitz. 

BY COLONEL POKRQVSKY: 

Q Defendant Doonitz, your address to the German people and your order 
to the armed forces in connoction with Hitler's death were composed by you on 
the 30th of April 1945, isn't taht so? 

A kg 

h 40S 6 

Q In these docunents you informed the people that Hitler's successor 
appointed by Hitler himsclf, was you, That is correct, isn't it? 


Yo 


Pe 


Did you ask yourself then for what particular reason Hitler selecte 


Yes, I put that question to myself when I received that telegran, 
and I came to the conclusion that after tie Neichsmarshal had been renoved, I 
was the senior officer of an independant branch of the armed forces, and that 
that was the reason. 

Q In your address to the Arny and to the people, you demanded conti- 
nuation of military operations, and all those who were opposed to resistance 
were called traitors and cowards, isn't that so? 

A CSe 

Q à few days afterwards, you gave an order to Keitel to capitulate 
unconditionally, isn't that right? 

Yes. I said clearly in the first order that I would like to fight 
in the East until troops fugees could be rescues fron the East to the 
West, ang that I would not fight one moment longere That was my intention, and 
that is clearly expressed in that order. 

Q By the way, it isn't clearly stated in this ordor, tut it is not 
so inportant =-=- do you agree that on the 30thiof April == 

oe 

Q First listen to my question. Do you agree with the fact that on thc 
30th of April also, right on the day when you published both docunonts that we 


aro talking about now, it was absolutely clear that further resistance of 
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Hitlerite Gormany was absolutely valucless and useless? 


Do you understand my question? 
A Yes, I understood the question, and I have to say the following, tha 
I had to continue fighting in the East in order to cover the refugees who were 
moving to the Weste That is clearly stated. I said that we would continue to fi; 
in the East until hundreds and thousands of families from the German castern ar: 
could be transferred to the Weste 
Q Still, you didn't answor my question, did you, even though it was 
very clearly put. I can ropeat it once again so that you can manage to understar 
it. Do you agree with the fact that already on the 30th of April it was abso- 
lutcly clear that Gormany had no further prospects, and that further resistance 
of Hitlorite Germany was absolutely useless? Do you agree with that? 
, was not clear, From the military point of viow thc war was 

and there was only the problem then of saving as many human bes 

ings as possible, and therefore we had to kee» up our resistance in tho Rast, i 


that is why that resistance in tho East had a purpose. 





\ 0 


Q Very well, I understood you, but will you deny that your address 


10 May—\-EF<19-1, 


which called to continue war, led to further bloodshed? 

A That is extremely small, compared to the one or = = = 

Q One moment, please. One moment please, will you wait, Doenitz. 

Don't try and make any comparisons, First answer and them explain. This is 
the order that we are going under, First yes or no and then an explanation, 
please. You unterstood me? 

A Of courses in the course of the fighting during the few days losses 
did occur but they were necessary in order to save hundreds of thousands of 
refugees. 

Q You didn't answer my question. I repeat it for the third time, 

THE PRESIDENT: He did answer; he said "yes, that bloodshed would be caused 
That isan answer to your question, 

COLONEL POKROVSKY. Thank you, 

BY COLONEL POKROVSKY: 

Q I would like you to explain exactly the question of whether you look 
upon yourself, first and foremost, as a politician or do you look upon yourself 
as a soldier who disobeyed direct orders of his own superiors without any 
analysis of of political meaning and content of such orders? 

A I don't know that question = = in generality, as chief of the state 
from the lst of May on, I was a political man, 

Q And before that time? 


A And before, a field soldier, 


Q On the 8th of May 1946 at sigteen hours thirty-five minutes, in this 


hall you mentioned, "As a soldier I did not have in mind such political 
considerations which might have been in existence," On the lOth of May, at twelve 
hours thirty=five minutes, here, you said, when the question of submarine warfare 
was taken up: "All this concerns political aims but I, as a soldier, was engaged 
in military problems." Isntt that so? 

A Yes, ft is correct. I said before the lst of May 1945, I was a soldier, 
and as soon as I became the head of the state I had to relinquish the supreme 
command of the Navy because T became the chief of State and not a political 


personality, 
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Q Sir David Maxwell-fyfe,s about fifteen minutes ago, addressed you also 


10 MayeA-EF=19=2. 


* and reférred to two documents, and in particular to document GR-186, D-6)0, and 


he cited one sentence out of this, quoted one sentence which contradicts greatly 


what you said just now. You remember this sentence "nonsensical ehatter"? 

A Yes, I know what you mean, 

Q I want to ask yous How can you reconcile these two contradictory 
statements, the statement about unnecessary chatter about the fact that the 
officer is not a politician. This statement took place on the 15th of February 
1944, at the time when you were not the supreme head of the state. Isn't that 
so? 

A Ifa soldier during the war stands firmly behind his mission and his 
government, that doesn't make him a politician and that is said in that sentenc 
that was meant by that sentence. 

Q All right. We will be more exact about it, whether this is really the 
facte You, several times in a very different manner right here at the Tribunal 
meeting, testified thay for many years before the war and during the war, you 
were indoctrinating the navy in the spirit of pyre idealism and firm espect to 
the customs and laws of ware Is that so? 

A Right, yes. 

Q In particular, on the 9th of May, yesterday, at twelve fours fifty- 
four minutes, you said "I indroctrinated the submarine fleet in the pure idealis) 
and I continued such indoctrination during the war. It was necessary for me to 
achieve high morale." Five minutes after on the same day, you said, in speaking 
about the navy; "I never could tolerate giving orders to such people which would 
be contradictory to such morale and, of course, it is beyond the question that 
I myself could give such an order. You acknowledge that those were your words, 
or approximately your words, considering the inexactness of translation; isn't 
that so? 

A Of course, yes, that is what T said, 

Q I would like to have you take a look in the document which is in your 
possession now, the document presented by your defense counsel, Doenitz 91. In 
' this document, your defense counsel presents an excerpt from the testimony, sworn 

testimony = = = an affidavit made by Dr. Joachim Rudolphi., In order now not to 


consume unnecessary time, I would like you to tell us briefly in one word, yes or 
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no, whether Rudolphi is correct in his testimony; that you were always 
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decisively protesting against introducing into the armed forces of Germany 
so=called "People's Military Tribunals? Did you understand me? 

A I was against any decision of legal cases from the navy to other 
courts. I said that one has to carry the responsibility for a branch of the 
armed forces and in doing so also has to have the judiciary power, That is 
what it means. 

Q And you are familiar with Rudolphi's affidavit? 

A Yes, I know it. 

Q You remember, on the first page in that excerpt, which has been 
presented by you to the Tribunal, it is said there that "In the b ginning, 
early in the summer of 1943, the first threatening attempt to undermine the 
non-political system of the armed forces was initiated." Is Rudolphi correct 
in explaining this question and is it true that you were against this attempt 
to introduce special political courts into the navy and armed forces? 

A According to my recollection, I protested again in the sumer 1943 
but early in the summer things were already going on, may be right. 


Q Do you acknowledge, Doenitz, or not that this so-called peoplets court 


had to do with what Rudolphi considers as the smallest hint towards a political 


attack? 
That is his sentence which you can find on the first page in document N91. 

A I have already stated, for me the point of view was the following, 
but I wanted to keep the soldiers under my own jurisdiction, I did not mean 
to judge and I could not authentically judge the preceedings outside of the Navy 
of courts outside of the navy, because I wouldn't know anything about that. My 
point was that my soldiers should be under the jurisdiction of the navy, 

Q For also orimes, including political; isn't that so? Did I understand 
you correctly? 

A Yes, of course, that was intended and I have stated that I was of the 
ppinion that they should remain under military jurisdiction. 

Q Will you deny, Doenitz, that you always were preaching and always were 
encouraging murder of defenseless people, among those who were members of the 
armed forces, due to purely political reasons and you were looking upon such 


murders as the acts of military valor and heroism? 
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A I don't understand youe I dontt know what you mean, 

Q You didn't understand my question? 

A No, I haven't understood it. I didn't understand what you meant by the 
question. 

Q I can repeat its Perhaps it will be clearer to you. I am asking you: 
Will you deny the fact that you preached in favor of murders of those members of 
the arped forces, by other members of other forces, and the members who had to 
be killed were killed purely for political reasons? Now, is the question clear 
to you? 

THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal doesn't find your question quite clear? 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: What I have in mind,my Lord, is the order No, 19, for 
the Baltic Fleet, which was in part ecplained by Sir David Maxwell Fyfe. There 
is one point of this order and permits to clarify the motives for publishing and 


promulgating this order. It is said in there this way = - - one idea is expressed 


in a cery clear manner = = = and with your permission, I shall read one paragraph 


from this document. 
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For instance, it is said in Order Number 

"In the prisoner-of-war camp from «= 

THE PRESIDENT: Which paragraph? 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: The paracraph before the last of the document 
D-650, page of the English text. It is the last paragraph of the third 
page of the English copy. 

THE PRESIDENT: It was read already in cross examinations 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: This particular part wasn't reac 
examination, and it is really very important for the case. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ve have just heard this very question, this very 
example, read by Sir David MaxwelleFyfe, not a half an hour ajoe 

COLONEL POKROVSKYs: But Sir David MaxwelleFyfe in reading this 
oxample did not read one particular sentence which is of great importance to 
me, and which clarifics the matter finally, and that is the reason why I 
permitted myself to come back once again to this particular passa It 
is said ih there -= 

THE PRESIDENT: ‘what sentence aro you referring to? 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: The first sentence in the second paragraph from 
the ende It is the paragraph which begins, "For exarmle, in the prisoner- 
of-war camp <= 

THE PRESIDENT: You are entirely wronge He read the whole of the 
paragraphe Sir David Maxwell-fyfe road the whole of the paracraphe S&S 
David Maxwell-Fyfe read the whole of the paragraphe 

COLONEL POKROVSKYs When, with your permission, I shall read these 
few words, then you will convince yourself that these particular words were 
not read, and they are very importante 

THE PRESIDENT: Colonel pokrovsky, I have a note in my notebook 
at the time, which shows that the whole of this was read; that the 
Defendant was cross examined about the meaning of the word "Communist"; and 
that he explained it by saying that he was referring to py among the crew 
who might give away submarine secretse The whole matter was gone into fully 
by Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe, and the Tribunal does not wish to hear any more 


about ite 
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COLONEL POKROVSKY:s It is absolutely necessary for me to read two 


words out of this sentence which were not read into the record here, and I 


ask your permission to road these two wordse 

THE PRESIDENT: Which two words do you say were not reac? State the 
two wordse 

COLONEL POKROVSKYs "Plan" or "systematically." That is, according to 
a certain plan, and also "noticeablee" They are not talking about one particul 
instance, but they are talking about the whole definite plan, 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, but that was all reac, Colonel Pokrovsky; You 
must have missed ite 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: It wasn't read. Of course Sir David may have 
omitted that. 

That was reac by Sir David Ifaxwcll-Fyfe and put tothe 

witness, to the Defendant e 

COLONEL POKROVSKYs Perhaps Sir David Maxwcll-Fyfec micht have 
accidentally omitted this, but it is really very important for me, because 
Doenitz mentioned here, testified hcre, to the conversation abcut killing 
only one spy, but really what is meant here is that there was a plan to 
exterminate all Comnunistse 

THE PRESIDENT: It is exactly what Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe put to the 
witnesse He said "How can you say that this refers to a of spies or 
one spy, when it is referring to all Commmists?" It is exactly the question 
he put to hime 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: Perhaps I didn't unterstand quite correctly 
what our interpreter translated, but in cur translation this wasn't mentioned. 

Then with your pernission I will go to the next questione 
BY COLONEL POKROVSKY: 

Q Will you deny, Doenitz, that in this order, as only one cxanple 
of high military valor, that military valor which serves as a basis or the 
reason for extraordinary promotion M ionec officers, that you 
used, as one example, systematic murders of people for political reasons? 
Do you deny that this order was correctly understood? 

A No, that is quite wronge That order refers to one incident in 
a prison camp, and it should express in what serious conflict of 
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responsibility that camp commander wasy and that from the point of view of 
responsibility he had acted correctly in removing that Communist, in the 
interest of the German nation, as aspye It would have been easier for him 
and simpler if he just would have let things gce © That would have caused a 
damage and the loss of U-boatse He knew that he would have been put before 
the responsibile authorities after his return homee That is the reason why I 
gave the order, 

Q Perhaps you will agree with the fact that the incidents or the 
happenings as you explain them now are absolutely different from whet aro 
written in your order, 

THE PRESIDENT: I have already told you that thi 
to hear further cross examination upon this subject 


to do that, and I must dr attention again clearly to the ruling of the 
heer further cross examinaticn upon this 
subject, 
BY COEONEL POKROVSXKY 
Q In light of thi cecunent, how do you look up 


about some allered objections in 
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principle against the 
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How do you reconcile this contradictio 
I didn't understand what you 
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and Dr. Rudolphi 
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THE PRESIDENT: (Intorposing) ill you kindly put tho quostion if 
want to put a question? 

COLONEL POKROVSKY: I want to ask hin ono question, my Lord, and 
explain to him why I om asking thi s questions 
BY COLONEL POKROVSK 


Q I consider this order of yourself as a direct rovelat 


md in connection with this I wnt to ask you 


considor that, because of the fact that you revocled yourself as a 


Pn] 


followor of Fascism and F ascist idons, that Hitler mado his choico of 
as his successor because you wore knowm to Hitler as a fanatical Slilowor 
who was capable of i: aciting the Arny to any crime; and that still you would 
bo calling this crime that you are inciting tho irmy to perform pure 
idealism, 

Well, I can only answer to that that I 

xplained that the legitimate successor w uld have 
through a rogrettablo incident a few days befo 
romoved, and then I was tho 
ed f LorcoOSe 


uchrer had confidence in me 


hone 4 
SOmCT lin 


COLONEL POKROVSKY: The Sovict Prosecution, my 


his Defendant Ce 
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THE PRESIDENT ; Dre Kranzbuehler, do you want to re-examine ? 


lo e Ma 1-A-AG~ 211 


DR. KRaNSBULHLLR ; I should like to put a few more questions, 

Mr. Presiedent. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY DR. iRaANSBULHLER ; 
& : Grand admiral, during the cross examination by Sir David Mua- 
well-Fyfe, you were asked about your knowledge of conditions 
in goncentration camps ; and you wanted to make an additional 
statement, which you could not do at the time. 

Wit personal connections did you have with anz inmates of 
concentration Caiups, or did you have any at all ? 
& 3 I nod ao connections with anybody, not with any person 
who had gotten into a concentration dump, with the exception of 
Pastor Niemocller, Pastor Niemoeller was a former comrade of 
mine from the navy. wuen my last son had been killed, he ex- 
pressed his sympathy, and at that occasion, I, tu thanking hin, 
asked how he wase 


PN 


Q Wnocn was that ? 

& 3 Tie summer of 1944. 4d thereupon I received the 
that he was all right. 

& ; Did you write him direatly, or how ? 
: No. That wessage i received through a third person. 


W:s that the only message you received from a concentration 


the only one, 
in the course of the cross examination, a statement by 
Captain assmann was put to you about a conference with the 


Fuehrer of Muy, 1943. bo you remember its contents ? You are 


alleged to have said that in view of the present situation, 


it was desirable that Geamany should come into the possession 

of Spain and Gibraltar, 

Did you make a positive suggestion in that direction ? Out ganno 
“66 that from the report. 
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& + OF course, when I « yscussed the situation, I iicitioned 
the narrow bounds of the Bay of Biscay, and that it would be 
desirable if we could use a larger area to start our Uevouts. 
Noboauy at that time gave any serious thought to any enterprise 
in the dire&tion of Spain, regardless of whether it might be 
with the consent of Spain or without it. It was quite obvious 
that our forces were not at ail sufficient for that. 

On the other hand, it is quite well understood if I speak 
about the concern about that narrow area. but L should say it 
would have been better if that area had been wider. That is 
what I meant by that statement. So that referred to U-boat war- 
fare and not to any undertaking against Spain on land. I certain- 
ly cannot make any suggestion as a naval officer concerning 
land actions. 

Q s In connection with the sinking of the Athenia, it has been 

inted that your statement was considered an excuse; that is, 

that the commanding officer of the submurine confused the thenia 
with un auxiliary cruiser. I should like to put to you an excerpt 
from the war diury of the sume commanding officer, and I wont 
you to confirm that it is really from the sume commanding 
officer. 

I shall read from the document of the Prosecution BG. 222, 
on Pagel42, in my document book, Volume 3. It is an Gxccrpt 
fron the war disry of the subuurine U-So. it is dated the lith 


of Saptember, 1939. 


“ Sighted a vessel with lights dimued. Trailed, an Zig-zag 


course recognized as merchant ship. Requested to st 
antern. Steamer signuls "not understood", tries to esoape in 
the thick squall and sends out sos ased by subi 
position by radiotelcegeraphy. Gave "stop! Signal by radiotele- 
graphy and Morse lanterne 
5 shots with machine gun C/3o across the vow. 
Steamer doesnot reacts Turns purtly, directly toward the boat, 


Sends 'Still chased’. “ Therefore, fire opened from aft b 


LO, 


9,23 
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with 8,8 cm. English steamer ‘Blairlogic* 4425 tons. after 18 


lo. Mai-a~AaG-21-3 


Shots were fired and three hits, the steamer stops. The crew 
boards the boats. Lust message by radiotelegruphy ; "Shelled, 
taking the boats’. Fire immediately halted when an emergency 


light was shown und steamer stopped. went to the life boats, 


gave an order to pull away toward the south, steamer sunk by 


torpedo, afterwards both ship crews supplied with Steinhaeger 
and cigarettes, 32 men in two boats. Red stars were shot until 
it became light. since the american steamer 'acericen 

nearby, we departed. Crew was rescued," 

Can you confirm, Grand .dmiral, that this wus à 
commanding officer of the sane U-boat who nine days 
torpedoed the athenia ? 

a 3 Yes, that is the same commander, and on the sane trip, 
where shortly before, he was a victim of that error, 

Q: In the course of the eross examination, once more, very 
definitely the statement was made, or the allegation made thet 
you had sent a destrucktion order to U-boat COlmiunderse i should 
like to put to you a letter which is Signed by various U-boat 
commanders, You know the letter and kaow tue Sigautures, and I 
Should like to ask you to tell me whether tae Ueboat cormmnunders 
who Signed before september, 19¢c-~- thut is, before your clileged 
order--were cuptured afterwards. 

tan reading frou Volume 2, Page GZ 99 of the document book 
Doenitz 53, which I huve already submitted to the Tribunal, 

I réceived it through the british War Ministry and the Secretary- 
Gencral of the Court. The daute is the 18th of January, 1946, and 
the text is as follows ; 

“Toe coOwuunders now here in this camp und who signed this 
letter, of U-boats that were active on the front wunt to give the 
following statement and express the request that this statement 
Should be forwarded to the international Military Tribunal in 
Nurnberg. 

“ From the press and radio, we were inforied that Grand 
ral Doenitz is charged with having issued the order to destry 


92h, 
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Survivors of torpedoed ships and not to take any prisoners, 

" The undersigned state under oath that neither in writing 
nor orally was such an order ever given by Grand amiral Doenitze 
The order was in force reasons of security of the boat, after 
torpedoéing, one culd not surface. The reason for that was that 
was that if the boat would Surface for a rescue action, according 
to our experience during the first years of the war, we had to 
expeckt our own destricKktion. This order Gould not be misunder- 
Stood. It hus never been regurded as an order to annihilate 
Shipwrecked crews. 

” The undersigned declare that the Geruian navy has always been 

educated by their leaders to respect the written and unwritten 
luws and rules of the Sea. We have always regurded it as our 
honor to obey these laws and to put up a chivalrous fight while 
in action." 

Following are the Signatures of 67 German Subuarine commanders 
who ure at present in British prisons of war, 

I ask yous Grand aduiral, do you know these Signatures ? Were 
these commanders Cuptured before Sptember, 1942, or after Sep- 
tember, 1942 9? 

a Most of them beyond doubt were captured after September,1942, 
In order to examine that from both sides, I should like to see 
the list again, but most of then beyond doubt were captured after 
September, 1942, 

DR. KRANSBULHLLK ; I have no further questions, then, 


DR, LaTLRNSLR ( counsel for the General Stuff and the O.KeWe) 


Mr. President, I should like to deal with only one point whieh 


came up during the cross examination, 

BY DR. L.TERNSER 
& Grand admiral, during the cross exaninationg you have stated 
that you were present at the briefing conferences on the 19 th 
and the gznd of february, 1945, and you said == 

N (interposing) I believe that that date is here on the list, 


I do not know at this moment ə 
925 
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. Q&Q I marked it down, and you will find out right away why 
I aw asking. 
During the conference of the 19th of February, Hatler is 
ulleged to have mađe the suggestion to leave the Geneva Conven- 
tion. I ask you now to tell me which high uwilitary leaders 


were present during that conference. 
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I belicve we aro confronted with a nis heree I did not hear tha 


question or suggestion ol D lc mouth of tho Fuchrer, but I was told about it 


+ . 


through a naval officer, who was always present curing these briefing conferen= 
ore, I do not know for certain whother that date is correct, and I 
not know who was >resont when the Fuchrer first nade that statcront. 
In any case, the matter was again discussod the noxt day, or two days 
thoreaftor, and thon I believe the Roichsn arshal, and of course Jodl and Field 
present, at any rate, the armucd forces were all against it 
and, in my recollection, tho Fuchre because he saw our rejection, did not do it 
DR. LiTERNSER: > no further qucstions. 


THD PRESIDENT: The defendant nayroturn to the dock, 


ip, President, after the oxpericnce of the cross-cxami nation 
I consider it proper to submit my documents to the Tribunal now, if 
that pleases the Tribunal, bofore I call further witnossese I believe that I ear 
shorten the questioning of the witness thoreby, and that 
understood, 
THE PRESIDENT: Very we Dr, iranzbuchler,. 
Tribunal that in the document 
of the prosecution GB~22), and GB~191 contain the gencral accusations arainst 
Cocunonts which I submit based, The 
documents concerning these gencral agcusations aro in document book 3 and he 
First, I sumit Doonitz-5h. I don't nood to read it because it has alread 
been mentioned, 

I ask tho Tribunal to take official notice of the Gernan Prize Ordis 
nance, and excerpt of which can bo found on page 137. I should like to point out 
that iurticloe 7h is, word for wrod, accorcdins to tho rorulati JÍ > London 
protocols, 

hown on page 138, that prizo ordinance was not 
Commander of Na nat is a contribution to the qucs- 


on as to whethor the Suprone Commander of the Na avy was a momber of tho Reich 


Governments, He had no auth: rity to 
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The noxt docunont which I submit is Joonite-55, That is the ordor of 3 
Sopteriber 1939, by which the U-boats wont out to war. 

I do not know whether these documents are so well known to the Tribunal 
that I can mention thom together, or whethor it is necessary to read parts of 
thone 

THE PRESIDENT: I think you night montion thon together, really, specifyi 


shortly what they relate to. 


Kiu.NZBURELER: os, sir. 


The ordc 10 3rd of Septoribcr directs tho ships to pay strict atten- 
to all laws and rules of naval warfearo, Furthernore, there is 
proparatory order for the taking of sovers moasures, and this order is on 
Us, Since I shall rofor to that later in dining the witness, I do not 
point it out nowe 
hould like to read to the Tril 
really acting accordin: 


is in the original on page nat sentence is 1 in the English excer; 


Germans started this s Which was at any rate, a clear 

reasonablo, and not inhuman docunent,! 
Mr, President, it is not copied thero, it is not in tho document book of 
the prosecution. Thorefo re, I read it from the original which the prosecution he 
subnitt tede 

man sumarine commanders, wi Some exceptions, behaved in accordance 
with its provisions turing the f months of the war, Indeed, in one CaSe a 
subnarino a ordered the crew of a trawle o take to their boat if the ship wa 
to be sunk. But when the c mancer saw the state o he boat, ho said, 'Dirty me: 
in that boat. You T glish are no good ling a ship tc sea with a boat like tha 


vq] 


and the skipper wa old reombark his crow on the trawler and rake for hone a 
full speed, witi of German Gin and tho submarine comnandor's compliment: 
lish statoment taken out of the docunent of the prosecution, 

Next docum is Doenitze56, an excerpt fron tho war diary 

S*.% "o, i, 3 É] Ch, CA. wt pU Ji. Vill WoL i es J 


Command of 9 September 19 at page lhl. 


"English information office ‘issominates the news through Router that Ger- 
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many has opened unlimited submarine warfare,! 


Then, As Doonitz-57, on page 143, I sh.uld like to submit to tho Tribuna 


the 


7 
Ly 


experiences which the Naval War Command had in submarine warfaro up until 


that date. It is an entry of the 21st of September 1939, in the war liary of th 


Naval ‘Jar Command. I read under the figuro "2t, 
"The commenders of 


experiences: 


of English planes to fight submarines. 
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"(c) English steamers have repeatedly tried to escapee Some steamers 


S 


toamer returned fire, 
steamers found." 


"(Ay Up to now 
of the document book has already been submitted. 


The document on page 144 


it is an excerpt from GBe222, war diary of the ”ubmarine U 30, of the 14th of 


1 a few sentences from the beginnings 


I will only read 


Steamer in strong gizezac. 


Sontember. 
Ran toward 


Eastern course 


fa] 


"Smoke clouds. 
hen recognized, turns to cxamterecourse and sirnals SOS. 
und for Belfaste 


"Enelish steamer 
es not react to order to stop, 


"Pursued at full speed ince 
a shot fired across her bow from a distance of 2000 meterse Steamer st rpse 
Crew takes to the s0atse Boats pulled out of the danrer zo 


shows how the submarines on the 
bhy airplanes, what cifficultics it had in getting the 


stoamcr, wis 


ite of the bombine 


prize crew 
officers, who had still 


two Enrlish 
heen rescued by the submarine. The 


pursuit lasted for ten hours. 


lepth charre 
shows that merchantmen proceeded arrressive- 


b. 
“he next document onitz—58 
is an excerpt from the war ciary of the 


ly arainst 


I read the entry of the 24th of Spetomber: 
"Flag Officer, U-boat, reports that on September 6 the cnglish steamer 
Manaar, on being tol to p by Ue38 after a warning shot, tried to escape. 
from Hockseschuctze Withdrawn 


Steamer sent wireless repo 
from ship only after four sank it." 


hon, another report of 22 
was sunk, a Ger- 


{D 


im. .. . > 
En-lish renorts thet when 


»cument of the pro Bel93, which is copied on pare 147, 
to point out the considerations, from the point of view of 


U 
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I read from Firure 2 two sentences, berinnins with the seconds 
3 


"In almost every instance English boats on sichting U-boats have 
out wireless SOS calls and stated their position. Following these 
by the ship, a certain time later, there always appeared Enrlish 
airplanes, which makes it positive that with the Enrlish it is a matter of a 
military mensure an organization by an order. The SOS calls in connection 


with a riven position may therefore be considered as military information, 


even as resistance." 


The next cocument, Yoenitz 59, shows the approval of the sugrostion made 


3 


he flag officer Uehoats that ships who usec their arms when stopped 


he sunke I read the entry of the 24th Sentenher, 1939. It is on the 
nder Ficure 4: 


"Based on the “uehrer's approval, 


\rainst all merchant vessels usinc w 


mM 


they nre su 


J 


2 


seizure or 
Rescue of crew 
THE PRISID! 


246, at 1000 hours). 





